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tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is contained in Tax 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
We print elsewhere the usual Easter Vacation notice. | 
will be observed that, 
vacations, there will be no stti 
Waicur will act as Vacation 
to Monday, April 2, both days 





THE ARRANGEMENT ann last week, 
appeals would not be heard in Court of Appeal No. sil 
last week of the sittings, has now been varied, and a noti 
been issued that, after Tuesday, the 13th inst., 
| gee will be heard in that division of the Oourt of Ap 
and until that day the hearing of Queen’s Bench sppeals, inter- 
locutory and final, will be continued. There be. abou 
twelve Chancery appeals effective for hearing. 





On Tvuespay tast Mr. Justice Vavenan Witiiams 
occasion to observe that some doubt seemed to have arisen 
as to whether the official receivers engaged in winding w 
companies should take directions from the Board of 
as to makin under the Winding-up Act, 1890, s. 
8 (2), and as to the time when ee ae should be 
made. In his opinion no such directions should either be given 
or received. By the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s, 66 (1), theo 
receivers were made officers of the court as well as of the Board 
of Trade, Their functions under the Winding-up Act, 1890, 
Tas reposts made on the peroneal seoguaaistly of Gs glia 

e re made on the responsi e 0 
receivers were the basis on which orders for public examinations 
were made. In future the official receivers should not consult 
the Board of Trade, nor ought the Board to give them directions 
in these matters, but the official receivers should act on their own 


responsibility. 


Wuat woutp the ‘Society of Gentlemen Practisers in the 
Courts of Law and Equity,” who were accustomed to meet at 
the “ Old Devil’ Tavern, Temple Bar, a century and a half ago, 
to exercise some of the functions of the In ted Law 
Society, have said to the su on that a ing solicitor 
would be appointed to control the destinies of the millions of 
inhabitants of India? What would the authors of the pros- 
pectus, issued seventy years ago, which resulted in the formation 
of the Law Institution, have thought to the P genre: of the 
appointment of a member of the council their proposed 
society to one of the highest offices in the Government? The 
promotion of Mr. H. H. Fowxxr to the office of Secretary of Stato 
for India is a matter which every solicitor, whatever may be his 
politics, will regard with satisfaction as one more testimony to 
the important advance in the status of the profession which has 





313 | occurred within the present generation. 





Tux Locat Government Bill came before the House of Com- 
mons for the consideration of the Lords’ amendments upon the 
Ist inst., and all further difficulties in its path to the statute 
book were removed by the acceptance of those amendments by 
the Lower House. amendments referred to, it will be re- 
membered, raised the minimum population which makes it 
obligatory for a rural parish to have a parish council from two 
hundred to three h and placed some icti 
the power of a parish council to a 

arochial charities. The Bill recei 

onday last. The ‘ i 
tions under the Act 


| the present year, or such later 


ih 
Government Board may fix, and 
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there are other matters dealt with by the Act, and as to which 
powers and duties arise immediately upon its passing, and in 

i heavy duties are cast upon county councils as to 
alterations of areas and boundaries. A speedy execution of 
these duties would greatly facilitate the working of the mea- 
sure.’ It will also be necessary, in order to bring the registers 
of “‘ parochial electors ’’ into existence in time for the first elec- 
tions, to commence the sittings of revising barristers at an 
earlier date than usual, or to hold a special revision for this 
Pupone. It is believed that a measure dealing with this matter 

very shortly be brought before Parliament. It may be 
mentioned that the ordinary day for the annual elections under 
the Act will be the 15th of April, and not the date above-men- 
tioned for the first elections. The persons elected at the first 
.@lections will have a longer spell of power than their successors : 
. first retirement will not take place until the 15th of April, 

96. 





Two OR THREE weeks ago we commented with much satisfac- 
tion on the action of the Bar Committee in drawing the attention 
of the Lord Chancellor to the evils occasioned by the prevalent 

tice of making Acts of Parliament come into operation 
immediately on receiving the Royal Assent. In reply to the 
representations made by the committee, the Lord Chancellor 
expressed his sympathy with their view, and added that he 
would ‘be glad, as far as he had opportunity, or whenever his 
attention was called to a Bill from which such provision was 
absent, to see that Bills shall contain clauses allowing adequate 
time before they come into operation.” This satisfactory pledge 
has unfortunately not yet borne fruit of the kind anticipated. 
The fruit which it has borne is, indeed, of a wholly novel kind. 
What the Bar Committee complained of, and what we in these 
columns have for years protested against, was the practice of 
making Acts commence at once, without allowing time for their 
. consideration by the profession. No one ever dreamt of an Act 
being made to commence before the date on which it received 
the al Assent; That was supposed to be an absurdity 
beyond the — of even a Government draftsman. Yet 
-this feat has m accomplished, and accomplished, too, with 
ard to a measure introduced by Lord Herscuett himself. The 
“Sale of Goods Act, 1893” [sic], which received the Royal 
Assent on the 20th of February, 1894, is, by section 63, made to 
come into operation on ‘‘the first day of January, one thousand 
eight hundred and ninety-four.” Therefore, during the seven 
_ weeks from the ist of January to the 20th of February last, all 
the somewhat extensive sales of goods in the United Kingdom 
were governed by provisions which were not yet law; all sales 
by auction of s during that pericd wero subject to rules 
(section 58) which were not then enacted, and as from the Ist 
of January, Acts and sections of Acts were repealed, with a 
proviso protecting transactions ‘‘ before the commencement of 
this Act” (i¢., the Ist of January, 1894), but not extending to 
a after the commencement and before the passing of 

e Act. 





THE PRESENT seems to be a time when, if they are wise, the 
Council of Law Reporting will welcome any suggestion for the 
improvement of the Zaw Reports. We have been constrained 
from time to time to growl over their defects, but we should be 

if it were supposed that we are not also alive to their 
merits, or failed to appreciate the excellence of many, perhaps 
most, of the re which they furnish. The headnotes are, 
no doubt, occasionally capable of improvement, but the faults 
on which we have commented, and which appear to us to be 
the real and substantial ground of complaint, are faults of 
omission rather than of commission. For some time back we 
have had to remark on the apparently systematic manner 
in which cases of importance to conveyancers are omitted 
from the Zaw Reports, or delayed in publication. Now 
conveyancers, or persons interested in conveyancing cases, 
are not an unim t section of the subscribers to any 
series of . The whole of the equity bar, and the whole 
of the solicitors of England, are included in this category. 
This being so, it is inconceivable why so little attention should 
be paid to the decisions which affect their daily work. It has 





occurred to a learned and acute t to apply a very 
ical test to ascertain whether there was any solid foun- 
tion for the complaints on this subject which have appeared in 
our columns from time to time. He has taken the last edition 
of a standard work dealing with one branch only, but per- 
haps the most important branch, of the conveyancer’s work 
—the law of vendor and purchaser. This edition gives, 
after the convenient modern fashion, references to the 
reports in the table of cases. It may be assumed that the 
learned editors of Dart’s Vendors and Purchasers were not 
likely to cite or refer to decisions of no practical importance ; 
here, therefore, thought our ee I shall get a fair 
idea of how far the Law Reports have fulfilled their duty of 
reporting important conveyancing cases. He has favo us 
with the following result of his investigations: ‘‘In the last 
edition of Dart’s Vendors and Purchasers, published in 1888 
no less.than 280 cases are referred to which are not reported 
in the Law Reports, but are reported in other contemporaneous 
reports. Making an allowance of fifty cases owing to the 
possibility of some of the earlier of these cases being reports 
of cases decided before the commencement of the Law Reports, 
and of others not being worthy of being reported, it will be 
observed that 230 cases deemed worthy of citation in that book 
were omitted from the Zaw Reports in twenty-three years ; and, 
bearing in mind that the courts sit for less than ten months in 
the year, it would appear that one case was omitted during 
every month while the courts were sitting.” 





In A LETTER to the Zimes Mr. Tuomas Baxctay calls attention 
to the effect of recent legislation in France on British subjects 
born in that country. e question chiefly affects the second 
generation born in France. Previously to 1889 a person born 
in France of a foreigner also born in France was not of French 
nationality, provided he claimed the status of a foreigner within 
a year of attaining his majority. In 1889 this right of election 
was taken away, and it was enacted that ‘‘ every individual born 
in France of a foreigner himself there born is a Frenchman.” 
These words do not state whether the parent born in France 
must be the father, or whether it is sufficient that the mother is 
French-born ; but in the Hess case, decided on the laws of 1851 
and 1874, it was held that the word ‘“‘é¢ranger” must be under- 
stood as applying to father or mother, the masculine gender in- 
cluding the feminine. This construction, when applied to the 
law of 1889, rendered all young men whose mothers were born 
in France liable to military service, and went beyond the inten- 
tions of its authors. Hence by a measure of last year the law 
of 1889 was varied, and it was enacted that such persons might 
decline French nationality af any time within one year of 
attaining their majority. As to persons who were twenty-one 
at the time of the promulgation of the law, a year was allowed 
from such time for the repudiation to be made. The law, it is 
said, is held by the authorities to apply generally to all persons 
of the class in question, and not to those only who attained 
twenty-one after 1889, and the period of a year from the 

romulgation of the law terminates on the 23rd of July next. 
it this view is correct, the result may _— i on persons 
who have exercised their option under the old law by declining 
French nationality, and have supposed they were safe. Mr. 
Baroctay makes the pertinent suggestion that the question of 
conflicting nationalities is one to be settled between the British 
and French Governments by a convention, and not by the 
retrospective legislation of the latter power alone. 





Ir 1s 4 well-settled practice upon the preparation of a marri- 
settlement for the husband to pay 


solicitor who prepares 
alone, and has no alternative claim to obtain payment out of the 
trust funds by enforcing a lien on the deed against the trustees. 
In 1858 a contrary decision was given by Romiiy, M.R., in Re 
Gregson (26 Beay. 87). There the husband’s solicitors at gre 
the settlement, and, their costs being unpaid, they retained it in 
their possession. Upona sale of part of the property the trustees 


required it to make out their title, but the Master of the Rolls 


age costs, but in Re | © 
Lawrance (42 W. R. 265) Kexewicon, J., has decided that the | 
the settlement must look to the husband | 
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directed them, before production, to undertake to pay the costs 
out of the proceeds of the sale. No case seems to have occurred 
until now in which this decision has been questioned, but there 
are authorities on the somewhat similar question whether 
the solicitor for a company who prepares a mortgage to 
trustees for debenture-holders, and who acts both for the com- 
pany and the trustees, is entitled to retain the mortgage deed 
against the latter, and it has been held that he is not: 
Ete Snell (6 Ch. D. 105), Re Mason and Taylor (10 Ch. D. 
729). It is the duty of the solicitor to see that the trustees 
obtain a proper security, and this debars him from enforcing 
against them, by retention of the deed, the claim for costs which 
he has against the company. In the present case of Re Law- 
rance the same solicitors acted for all parties, and, the husband 
having become bankrupt before their costs had been paid, they 
claimed to retain the settlement and other documents against 
the trustees. In spite of the decision in Re Gregson, Kekewicn, 
J., held that the true principle was laid down in the mortgage 
cases, and that the solicitors could not insist upon their lien. 





In tHE cAsE of The Portsea Island Building Society (41 W. R. 
587; 1893, 3 Ch. 205), which was decided last year, it was 
held by Vavecnan Wittiams, J., that certain provisions of 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, apply to the wind- 
ing up ‘in a county court of a building society registered 
under the Building Societies Act, 1874. With regard to 
the winding up in the county court of industrial and 
provident societies, it has now been held by the Divisional 
Court (Matuew and Cave, JJ.), in the recent case of Jn the 
Matter of the Ferndale Industrial Society, that the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, applies to such proceedings also, and 
is not restricted in its operation to companies under the Com- 
panies Acts. In the last-mentioned case the winding-up order 
was made in the county court under the Industrial and Pro- 
vident Societies Act, 1876 (which has since been repealed), by 
virtue of the exclusive jurisdiction (see Jn re London and 
Suburban Bank, 40 W. R. 326; 1892, 1 Oh. 604) thereby con- 
ferred upon the county courts. Oonsequently, it was unneces- 
sary for the court to consider whether, now, having regard to 
the terms of the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893 
(56 & 57 Vict. c. 39), which came into force on the Ist of 
January last, such an order can still be obtained in the county 
courts. If these courts still retain jurisdiction to wind up 
industrial and provident societies, it would seem that they 
possess, and must in future exercise, it under the Companies 
Acts, and not under the special Act (see Annual County Court 
Practice, 1894, p. 77). 





Tue OCatznpar and Law Directory of the Incorporated Law 
Society for the present year has just made its appearance, and, 
so far as time has allowed us to test it, we ae found the 
information it contains reliable and very well arranged. It 
strikes us that a valuable feature in future issues wm be to 
insert, free of charge, the telegraphic address and telephone 
number of all London and country solicitors. Some only are 
given in the present issue, probably in consequence of the 
charge made for insertion. The difficulty, no doubt, is to find 
room, but we think this might be overcome by a judicious use 
of abbreviations. 








‘*The following episode,’”’ says a correspondent, ‘‘ which occurred in 
one of the courts a day or two ago, might have hel; us in former days 
to answer the question which has sometimes formed the subject of youth- 
ful debate—viz., ‘ Whether a barrister is justified in defending a prisoner 
whom he believes to be guilty?’ Counsel—in a civil case, it is true, but 
that does not matter—was just, in response to a suggestion made from the 
bench, indicating, though in a somewhat distant way, bis own belief of 
the subject-matter of the submission which he was,‘in the face of consi- 
derable difficulty and some opposition, presenting to the court, and which, 
it must be admitted, did not seem one which the court or anyone but the 
most credulous was very likely to believe, when he was interrupted by the 
presiding judge, who remarked that ‘it was no concern of the court 
what counsel himself believed; indeed, in his lordship’s view, it was 
much better that counsel should have no belief on either side.’ ’’ 





SOLICITORS’ LETTERS. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal ia Boxsius v, Goblet Fréres, 
which we report this week, releases solicitors from a very 
unpleasant predicament in which they were placed by the deci- 
sion of that court in Pullman v. Hill § Co. (39 W. R. 263 ; 1891, 
1Q. B. 524). In the latter case the defendant many desi 

to recover from the plaintiffs a sum of money which had been 
paid to them, and a letter was written io which the plaintiffs 
were charged with having obtained it under false pretences. 
The letter was dictated by the managing director of the company 
to a shorthand clerk who transcribed it by a ann 
machine, and the type-written letter was signed by the manag- 
ing director, and, after being aortas by an office boy, was 
forwarded to the plaintiffs by post. The Court of Appeal (Lord 
Esuer, M.R., Loves and Kay, L.JJ.) held that the letter was a 
libel, that communication to the clerk constituted publication, 
and that the occasion was not privileged. 

It is to be noticed that the Master of the Rolls and Lorzs, 
L.J., confined their judgments to the case before them—a letter 
written by a merchant on his own account—and to the question 
whether there was any interest in the company to make the 
statement, and in the clerk to receive it, sufficient, upon the 
authorities, to render the occasion privil In favour of such 
interest it could only be said that it was a matter of business 
necessity or convenience to have letters written by a clerk, but 
this the court held was not enough. ‘I do not think,” said 
Lord Esuzr, ‘that the necessities or the luxuries of business 
can alter the law of England. If a merchant wishes to write a 
letter containing defamatory matter, and to keep a copy of the 
letter, he had better make the copy himself. . . . He _ 
to write such a letter himself, and to copy it himself, and, if he 
copies it into a book, he ought to keep the book in his own cus- 

y.” Similarly Lorzs, L.J.: “ What interest had the defend- 
ants in making the communication to the type-writer, or what 
interest had the type-writer in receiving it? Clearly the de- 
fendants had neither duty nor interest, nor had the type-writer 
any interest. It is said that our decision will cause great incon- 
venience in merchants’ offices, and will work great hardship. 
It is said that business cannot be carried on if merchants may 
not employ their clerks to write letters for them in the ordinary 
course of business. I think the answer to this is very simple. 
I have never yet heard that it is in the usual course of a mer- 
chant’s business to write letters containing defamatory state- 
ments. 

So far there is nothing directly aimed at solicitors, but Kay, 
L.J., went further, and included them in his judgment. After 
referring to the plea that the ordinary course of business was a 
ground for allowing pepe = he said: “I have never heard 
any authority for such a proposition. The consequence of such 
an alteration in the law of libel would be this—that any mer- 
chant or any solicitor who desired to write a libel concerning any 
person would be privileged to communicate the libel to 
agent he pleased, if it was in the ordinary course of his - 
ness,” This quite neglects the cautious restriction of the other 
judgments to letters written by merchants and to the usual 
course of a merchant’s business ; and the learned Lord Justice 
seems to have omitted to notice that different considerations 
arise with respect to letters written on the instruction of a 
client in the usual course of a solicitor’s business. 

In the present case of Boxsius v. Goblet Freres the question 
arose with regard to a letter containing defamatory matter 
dictated by a solicitor to his clerk, and it became necessary to 
consider whether it was concluded by the decision in Pullman v. 
Hill & Co. On this occasion Davzy, L.J., was substituted for 
Kay, L.J., but otherwise the court was the same. As we noted 
last week, it was decided that the mt case stood on a differ- 
ent footing. The court admitted that the writing of such letters 
on the instructions of the client was in the ordinary course of 
the solicitor’s business, and that the dictation to the clerk was in 
the course of the proper conduct of that business. This, it was 
held, was sufficient to make the occasiun privileged, th 
technically it may be n to point out that, under 
circumstances, the solicitor his had an interest in the 
business which was sufficient to justify the publication of the 








libel. Had Pullman y. Hill & ©). been allowed to go unex- 
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, the uences would have been highly inconvenient, 
mate fortunate that the o ity ro for confining 
that decision within a7 limits. According to the rule now 
laid down by Lorzs, L.J., if a communication made by a 
solicitor to a third | nee. / is reasonably necessary and usual in 
the discharge of his duty to his client, and in the interest of his 
client, the occasion is privileged. 





COMPANIES AND THE DEPRECIATION OF CAPITAL. 


In the case of Verner vy. The General and Commercial Trust (Limited) 
(reported elsewhere) Mr. Justice Srintine has decided, upon 
the authority of Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. (87 W. R. 321, 41 
Ch. D. 1), that trust companies are not bound to make good out 
of revenue a depreciation in the value of the securities held by 
them, but may treat the capital assets and the current revenue 
as quite distinct matters, and may apply the latter in the 
ordinary way in payment of a dividend. 

With regard to the capital of limited companies generally, 
the cardinal principle is that it must be applied in accordance 
with the objects stated in the memorandum of association, and 
may not, save in the course of such application, or under the 
provisions of special statutes, be reduced by the company. 
‘The capital,” said Lord Hzrscnet in Zrevor v. Whitworth (36 
W. R. 145, 12 App. Cas., p. 414), “‘may no doubt be diminished 
by diture upon and reasonably incidental to all the objects 
pain A of it may be lost in carrying on the business 
operations authorized. Of this all ns trusting the company 
are aware and take the risk. But I think they have a right to 
rely, and were intended by the Legislature to have a right to 
rely, on the capital remaining undiminished by any expenditure 
outside these limits, or by the return of any part of it to the 
shareholders.” Hence the capital cannot be applied in the pay- 
ment of dividends (Guinness vy. Land Corporation of Ireland, 22 
Ch. D. 349), since paying dividend, as Corron, L.J., said in 
Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co., is not the object of the company ; 
the carrying on the business of the company is its object. And 
probably an express specification of such payment as one of the 
objects in the memorandum of association would be ineffectual. 

t is clear, then, that the capital must be kept separate from 
revenue in the sense that no part of the money originally sub- 
scribed can be brought over to swell the revenue account, but 
the difficulty begins after the money has been changed into other 

which forms the capital assets of the company for the 
py ata The value of these will ordinarily either increase 
or diminish, and it has to be determined what is to be done in 
— of the accretion to capital or the loss of capital. 
here a loss has occurred, any one of three courses may be 
adopted. The company may disregard the loss, continue to 
carry on business with the assets that remain, and pay a pro- 
portionately reduced dividend on the whole of the nominal 
capital; it may sacrifice revenue for a time and repair the loss; 
or it may reduce the nominal capital so as to make it accord 
with the actual value of the assets, and pay dividends on the 
capital thus reduced. As a matter of arithmetic it is indifferent 
whether the first or third course is adopted. A dividend of 
three per cent. on £100,000 is the same as a dividend of six per 
cent. on £50,000. Whatever is the nominal capital, the value 
of the assets, and the revenue derived from them, remain the 
same. But practically it enhances the value of the shares to 
lighten the capital, and to allow what remains to appear as 
earning a substantial dividend. 

The feasibility of the three courses has to be viewed in the 
light of the authorities and the Companies Acts of 1867 and 
1877. The Act of 1867 authorized the reduction of capital, but 
an important limit was placed by Jesse, M.R., in Re Lbbw Vale 
Steel, Iron, and Coal Co, (4 Ch. D. 827), upon the modes in 
which the reduction might be effected. In that case the com- 
y wished to adopt the third course, and the late Master of 
Rolls held with regret that he could not allow this to be 
“When a joint-stock company,” he said, “has lost a 
ion of its capital nothing can be more beneficial to the 

than to admit that loss—to write it off—and, if 
‘ to go on trading, to trade with the diminished 
tal which remains, the dividend being declared on the 
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capital actually remaining. The object of the present applica- 
tien is to pon feo this to be done—that is, a ion of the 
share capital having been lost, it is desired that something 


should be written off each share, so as to make the shares of less 
nominal value, and to enable the aaa going on 
trading—to pay a dividend on the amount of the capital a 
remaining ; but, as I understand the Companies Act, 1867, s 

was not the object of the Act.” And Sir Gzorcz Jxsszx stated 
that in his opinion the only object of the Act was to enable 
companies which had started with a larger nominal capital than 
they wanted, and therefore had imposed on their shareholders a 
liability to pay a much larger sum in the shape of calls than was 
required for the business of the company, to relieve the share- 
holders from a — of their liability. In other words, the 
capital could only be reduced by writing off a part of the unpaid 


capital. 

Th consequence of the doubt thus thrown upon the effect of 
the Act of 1867 the Act of 1877 expressly provided that the 
power to reduce capital conferred by the earlier Act should in- 
clude a power to cancel any lost capital, or any — unrepre- 
sented by available assets, or to pay off any capital which might 
be in excess of the wants of the company. Since 1877, there- 
fore, it has been competent to a company to adopt the third 
course, and by taking proceedings under the Acts to write off 
lost capital. But this course may be attended with practical 
difficulties. : 

At present we are concerned with the two first courses, 
and the question is whether the company can simply go on 
with the diminished assets, paying dividend on the whole 
nominal capital; or whether it must cease paying a divi- 
dend, and apply the revenue in restoring the assets. In Verner 
v. The General and Commercial Trust (Limited) Srieuine, J., 
intimated that he had always understood the judgment of 
JessEL, M.R., in Re Ebbw Vale Co. as implying that the com- 

any was bound to adopt the second alternative, and replace its 

ost capital. Whether this opinion can really be extracted from 
his judgment is now immaterial, since the Court of Appeal held 
in Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. (supra) that there is no general 
obligation upon companies to do this. “I may safely say,” 
observed Linpitey, L.J., ‘‘ that the Companies Acts do not 
require the capital to be made up if lost. They contain no pro- 
vision of this kind. There is not even a provision that if the 
capital is lost the company shall be wound + And subse- 
quently :—“ The notion that a company is debtor to capital, 
although it is a convenient notion, and does not deceive mercan- 
tile men, is apt to lead one astray. The company is not debtor 
to capital ; the capital is not a debt of the company.” In the 
same case Linpixy, L.J., said :—‘‘ The capital and the revenue 
accounts appear to me to be distinct and separate accounts, and 
for the purpose of determining profits, accretions to and diminu- 
tions of the capital are to be Tivogardied.” 

It being, then, decided that lost capital need not be replaced, 
and that the capital and revenue accounts are quite distinct, the 
question is reduced to this, What items ought to go into the 
capital and what into the revenue accounts? And the answer 
depends on the mode in which the company is authorized to 
employ its capital for the production of income. If the capital 
is invested in assets of a wasting nature, such as mines, the 
actual excess of income produced by working the mine over 
the working expenses may be treated as eet. and may be 
divided among the shareholders, notwithstanding that it includes 
each year a part of the capital of the company. The business 
of the company naturally exhausts the capital (Lee v. Neuchatel 
Asphalte Co., supra). On the other hand, where the business of 
the company is of a permanent c , and requires the 
maintenance of plant or machinery, a sum must be set aside 
each year sufficient to maintain this in efficiency, and, till that 
has been done, there are no net profits out of which a dividend 
can be declared (Davison v. Gillies, 16 Ch. D., p. 347n), 

The case of Verner v. The General and Commercial Trust 
(Limited) was of a comparatively simple nature, inasmuch as 
the company did not i earn profits, but invested the capital 
in securities on which interest was paid by other persons. 
There is no difficulty, therefore, in dealing with the securities, 
whether increased or diminished in value, as capital, and with 





the income actually produced, and remaining after payment 
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of working @ as revenue, and in applying it accord- 
ingly. “Mr. Justice Srmie treated the securities as being in 
the same position as property subject to a settlement. So far as 
dividends are concerned, the shareholders nie | the place of 
the tenant for life, and take the actual income; but the capital 
assets await ultimate division among the shareholders accordi 

to the articles of the company, just as the corpus of settl 
property, whether diminished or increased in value, awaits 
division among the remaindermen. 

In companies which themselves earn a profit by the use of 
their capital—in trading compauies, that is—different con- 
siderations arise, and Mr. Justice Srmmuine was careful to 
except them from his judgment. But the question is still, 
What is to be treated as capital and what as revenue. 
A trading company appears to be under no greater liability 
than any other company to keep its capital intact, but if 
a particular amount of capital has been put into the business 
it is usually essential to ascertain that the capital has been 
made good before it can be said that any profit has been 
made. In this way the capital is to a certain extent pro- 
tected. This was illustrated by Currry, J., in his judgment in 
Lubbock v. British Bank of South America (1892, 2 Ch. 198). It 
is a question of fact, what, according to a reasonable mode of 
keeping the accounts, may be treated as revenue, and this is a 
fact upon which there may well be difference of opinion (see per 
Linptey, L.J., in Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co.). But the present 
decision, following that of the Court of Appeal in the case just 
mentioned, seems to remove any doubt there might be as to the 
principles applicable to the matter. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
EASTER VACATION, 1894. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During Easter Vacation :—All applications which may require to 
~ = aaa or promptly heard are to be made to Mr. Justice 

right. 

Mr, Justice Wright will act as Vacation Judge from Thursday, 
March 22nd, to Monday, April 2nd, both days inclusive. 

His lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on 
Wednesday, March 28th, at 10.45 a.m., and on Friday, March 30th, 
at 10.45 a.m., for the disposal of urgent Queen’s Bench Summonses. 

N.B.—Cases in the Queen’s Bench Summons List will be called on 
and disposed of peremptorily in the order in which they stand, but 
not earlier than the time at which the section in which they are 
ag eg placed is marked to come on in the Daily List. 

rgent ex parte applications from the Chancery and Queen’s Bench 
Divisions will t be heard in priority to summonses. 

On other days, within the above period, applications in urgent 
matters may be made to his lordship, at Headley Park, Hants 
(Bentley Station, L. & 8. W. Railway, from Waterloo Main Line). 

In any case of great urgency, the brief of counsel may be sent to 
the judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office 
copies of the affidavits in is pe of the application, and also by a 
minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order 
he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope 
capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chan 

cial Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, i , 
Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 


On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 


The papers sent to the j will be yan v5 4 registrar. 
Chan Registrars’ urts of Justice. 
ied March 7th, rt 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpen or Covrrt. 
Monday, the 26th day of February, 1894. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby transfer the several actions mentioned in the schedule hereto, from 
the Honourable Mr. Justice Stirling and the Honourable Mr. Justice 
Kekewich respectively, t> the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
ScuEpuce. 
Mr. Justice Stintine (1893—C.—3,948). 
Clement William Clement-Smith v. The Puckeridge Brewery (Limited). 


Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1894—8.—493). 


Lawrence Seligman v. Prince & Company (Limited). 
Henrscuatt, C. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
KEEP v. ST. MARY NEWINGTON VESTRY—No. 2, 2nd March. 


Merropro.is—Srreet -Costermoncers—Micuast Anoceto Taytor’s Act 
(57 Gro. 3, c. xxrx.), s. 65—Srreers (Merropontrran) Acts, 1867 (30 & 31 
Vicr. c. 134), s. 6, anp (31 Vier. c. 5), 8. 1—Inrerpreration Act, 1889 
(52 & 53 Vicr. c. 63), 8. 33—Inconsistent Enactments—Imr.igp REePEau. 


Speed by the vestry from the judgment of the Divisional Court 
(Hawkins and Lawrance, JJ.). The question raised by this ap. was 
whether or not the powers given to the vestry by section 65 of 57 Geo. 3 

c, xxix. (Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act), to require the removal of any stall, 
goods, carriage, truck, or barrow, &c., placed in or upon any part of the 
carriage or footway in any street, and to seize any such stalls, barrows, 
&c., had been impliedly repealed by the joint operation of the Streets 
(Metropolitan) Acts of 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 134, s. 6, and 31 Vict. c. 5, s, 
1 as sagunds contermshans Seer oe ok tera ae in accordance with 
the regulations for the time being made by the Commissioners of Police 
with the approval of the Secretary of State. Section 65 of Michael Angelo 
Taylor's Act ye in 1817), so far as it is material to the case, enacted 
as follows:—If any perzon shall place any stall or any goods on any 
part of the —— or footway in auy street, or shall place any cart, dray, 
handbarrow, truck, or other carriage upon any of the said en ae 

— for the necessary time of loading or unloading any cart, &c., and 
shall not immediately remove the same when requ by the com- 

missioners having control of the pavements (now the vestry), it 
shall be lawful for a justice to issue a summons against any person 

accused of such offence, and if the accused person shall be convicted 
he shall forfeit forty shillings for the first offence and a sum not 

exceeding £5 for ev subsequent offence; and, further, it shall be 
lawful for the Cematutdiaes of Pavements (the vestry), without any 
warrant or other authority than this As to seize any such stalls, goods, 

carts, barrows, &c., and, in case an the goods are perishable, or be 
articles of food, they shall be riers: An forfeited, but otherwise the - 
persons seizing the stalls, , carts, barrows, &c., shall remove the 

same to some convenient to be kept Fe gees of the above 
penalties ; and, in case the things seized are not c and the penalties 


are not paid, it shall be lawful ry A ae aa sell the 
the surplus to the owners, after penalties and the costs 
148 oe aS oe Se 


the seizure, removal, and sale. By 
be a public Act. In 1867 two Acts 
other in December)—viz., 30 & 31 
dealing with the control of streets in th 
tion 6 of the first Act of 1867 (30 & . C. $ 
‘* No goods or other articles shall be allowed to rest on any footway or 
other part of astreet, . . . orbe 

on Oe of the public for a longer time than 
pon Paper ors ack contravention of this section shall 
articles; any 

Se Habke Sor sath aliens Oat ‘and 
8 intervening between the footway and the carriageway, over which 


the public have a right of way, were to be deemed part of the 
os ie ceaeen On Act’ And by section 27 of the same Aot all 
were to deemed to be ‘‘ in addition to, 


is 
powers conferred by this Act 
and not in derogation’ of, any other powers ee ee other 
and any such other powers ig By exercised as if 
.’ The Act of 1 (31 Vict. c. 5) amended 
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December, 1869, regulations were issued by the Commissioner of 
Police with the approval of the Secretary of State; and these regulations 
(still in force) state that so long as costermongers, street hawkers, and 
itinerant traders carry on their business in accordance with the regulations, 
section 6 of the (first) Act of 1867 does not apply to them ; and the regu- 
lations specify how the barrows, carts, or of costermongers are to be 
laced in the streets, and what spaces are to be kept between each. The 
tion Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63), s. 33, enacts that ‘‘ where 
an act or omission constitutes an offence under two or more Acts . . . 
whether any such Act was d before or after the commencement of 
this Act, the offender shall, unless the contrary intention appears, be 
liable to be prosecuted and punished under either or any of these Acts, 
- . « but ehall not be liable to be punished twice for the same offence.’’ 
The present action was an action of trover brought by the plaintiff, a 
costermonger, against the defendant vestry for seizing his truck; the 
defendants justified the seizure, under section 65 of Michael Angelo 
Taylor’s Act. The actiun was tried in the county court of Southwark and 
judgment was given for the plaintiff with damages £8. The Divisional 
urt (Hawkins and Lawrance, JJ.) affirmed the judgment of the county 
court judge, following the decision of another Divisional Court in Summers 
v. Holborn District Board of Works (41 W. R. 445; 1893, 1 Q. B. 612), 
which case admittedly governed the present case ; but the Divisional Cours 
in the present case gave leave to appeal, in order that the point decided 
in Summers v. Holborn District Board of Works might be taken to the Court 
of Appeal. The defendant vestry accordingly appealed. 

Tue Court (Linptey, Kay and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.; Kay, L.J., dis- 
senting) dismissed the appeal, but without costs. 

Linpizy, L.J.—Whether, when the plaintiff's barrow was seized, it was 
actually obstructing the traffic is not clear on the evidence. The question 
was not left to the jury, both parties desiring that the case should 
raise the _—_- whether Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act was in force 
or not. or the same reason no question was raised as to whether 
the plaintiff was or was not acting con to the orders of the police. We 
cannot assume that the plaintiff was obstructing the traffic or disobeying the 
orders of the police, and we must deal with the case on that footing. ‘The case 
turns on the provisions of a number of Acts of Parliament, which it is neces- 

to examine with care. The first is Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, passed 

in 1817—viz., 57 Geo. 3, c. xxix., s.65. The question we have to consider is 
whether this eection 65, or, more exactly, whether the power to seize and 
sell thereby conferred, is still in force. No part of that section has been 
expressly repealed, but it is contended, and, in fact, it has been decided, in 
Summers v. Holborn Board of Works (41 W. R. 445; 1893, 1 Q. B. 612), that 
the power in question has been impliedly repealed by later Acts 
of Parliament—viz., by 30 & 31 Vict. c. 134, s. 6, as explained by 31 Vict. 
c. 5,8. 1. Before examining these two enactments it is necessary to refer 
shortly to what has been done by the Legislature since 1817 with reference 
to the management and control of the streets of the metropolis. The 
learned Lord Justice then reviewed the Acts previous to 1867, and said 
that there were no grounds for holding that section 65 of the Act of 1817 
had been repealed and that there were apace for holding that the 
Legislature i it as still in force. e continued : I come now to 
1867. In that year two Acts relating to the matter in hand were passed— 
viz., 30 & 31 Vict. c. 134, s. 6, and 31 Vict. c. 5, s. 1, which amended it. 
These two Acts must be read together. I will so read them in order to 
ascertain their application, first to the deposit of goods, and second to 
vehicles. Section 6 of the first Act of 1867 is a general prohibition against 
the deposit of goods in streets, applicable to all persons, and section 1 of 
the second Act introduces a conditional exception in favour of coster- 
mongers, &c. I with the view taken by the court in Sw+mers v. 
Holborn Board of Works—that these Acts must not be read in such a way 
as to render them illusory and deceptive. The second Act of 1867 was 
obviously passed because the first went too far, and I read the two Acts as 
amounting to a clear statutory permission to costermongers, &c., to deposit 
goods in streets so long as they carry on their business in accordance with 
the police regulations. As regards vehicles there is unquestionably more 
difficulty. I do not know why goods and articles are mentioned in section 
6 of the first Act of 1867. The word “articles” is not found in section 1 of 
the second Act of 1867, and I am not prepared to say that ‘articles ”’ 
means “‘ vehicles.” I donot think itdoes. But the mode in which coster- 
carry on their business in the metropolis is perfectly well known, 

and it is a matter of common knowledge that they cannot carry it on 
without trucks or barrows. Here, again, I think the second Act of 1867 
would be illusory and deceptive if it were not read as a statutory permis- 
sion by the Legielature to costermongers, &c., to carry on their business 
in the way in which they invariably do carry it on, provided only that 
they comply with the police regulations. This was the conclusion arrived 
in Summer’s case, for the special case stated that there was no evidence 
to (shew that the costermonger there was acting contrary to the police 
ons. If in that case the court meant to decide that section 65 of 

hael Angelo Taylor's Act was wholly repealed as to coster- 
mongers, &c., I think the court went too far. But the decision on the 
facts stated was, in my opinion, correct, and I concur in their view of 
section 27 of the first Act of 1867 and in their observations on the phrase 
** powers conferred by this Act’’ which occurs in that section. This view 
of the construction and effect of the Acts of 1867 is in no way opposed to 
the Interpretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63), s. 33. That section 
enacts (inter alia) that where an act constitutes an offence under two or 
more statutes the offender shall, unless the contrary intention appears, be 
liable to be ted and ees under either of those statutes, but 
shall not be to be punished twice for the same offence. This enact- 
ment, when applied to the present case, leads to the following results, 
viz. :—When costermongers, &c., carry on their business in conformity 
with the police regulation: no : ffence against any Act is committed, aud 


as 





the section has no application ; but where costermongers, Xc., ie 5 the 
police regulations, and also the directions of the vestry having ju - 
tion over them, the section in question does apply, anc such coster- 
mongers, &c., can be proceeded against either under the Police Acts or 
under Michael Angelo Taylor's Act, but they cannot be punished twice for 
the same offence. Itis plain from this that the same person cannot be fined 
under both Acts for the same offence; but in the case supposed I appre: 
hend that he can be fined and have his barrow seized under Michael 
Angelo Taylor’s Act. Asin this case there is no evidence that the plain- 
tiff was disobeying the police regulations, the appeal must be dismissed. 
But I cannot — with the case without expressing my regret that the law 
on a matter of so much importance to so many persons should be in a state 
of such obscurity and complexity. Both costermongers and vestries hava 
much to complain of in the existing state of the statute law by which they 
are governed, and I trust that before long Parliament will give the matter 
the attention which it certainly deserves. 


Kay, L.J., in the course of a lengthy judgment, came to the conclusion 
that the Acts of 1867, read together, meant only this—uo goods should be 
allowed to rest upon any footway or street longer than might be necessary 
for loading or unloading them, except in the case of costermongers, street 
hawkers, or itinerant vendors, to whom this prohibition was not to apply 
so long as they carried on their business in accordance with the police 
regulations. ‘The power which was given by the 57 Geo. 3 for the 
seizure of barrows did not seem to him to be inconsistent with this legis- 
lation, and, in his opinion, was neither repealed nor suspended by it. 

A. L. Sarru, L.J., in concurring with Lindley, L J., that the appeal 
should be dismissed, said: The Acts of 1867 when read together, are mani- 
festly repugnant and contradictory to section 65 of Michael Angelo Tay- 
lor’s Act, so far as costermongers are concerned ; for by section 65 under 
no circumstances is a costermonger to be allowed to place his goods upon 
a street after he has been told to remove them, whereas by the two sec- 
tions of the Acts of 1867 he may, if he obeys the police regulations. The 
Acts of 1867 and Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act cannot, in my opinion, as 
regards costermongers, stand together; and I also find the ‘‘ contrary 
intention’’ appearing, which is necessary to except the case out of the 
provisions of section 33 of the Interpretation Act, 1889. For it seems to 
me impossible for the Legislature to have intended at one and the same 
time that if a costermonger obeys the regulations of the police he shall, 
and yet shall not, be guilty of an offence. The question then arises 
whether the vestry are right in their contention that section 6 of the first 
Act of 1867 only applies to the goods of the costermonger, and not to his 
barrow in which he conveys his It would be a singular result if a 
costermonger obeying the tions of the police, as to his goods was 
to be free from molestation by either the vestry or the police, whereas 
even if he obeyed the regulations of the police as to his w, he was 
liable to be molested by the vestry. The words of the second Act of 1867 
are ‘‘ so long as they carry on their business,’’ &c. Surely the business of 
a costermonger has as much to do with his barrow as with his goods, and 
I cannot think that the Act, when it referred to his gon his busi- 
ness, only had reference to his goods. In my opinion section 6 of the first 
Act of 1867 is not necessarily confined to a costermonger’s goods, as dis- 
tinguished from the vehicle in which he carries his goods. So long as a 
costermonger carries on his business in accordance with the police regu- 
lations, he is, in my opinion, not liable, as regards either his goods or his 
barrow, to be proceeded against under section 6 of the first Act of 1867, or 
under section 65 of Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act. If, however, the coster- 
monger does not conform to the police tions, section 65 of Michael 
Angelo Taylor’s Act, as also section 6 of the first Act of 1867 stand un- 
teuched, and he may be proceeded against under either.—CounsgL, Avory ; 
W. M. Thompson and J. D. A. Johnson ; Courthope Munroe. Soxtcrrors, 
Lowless § Co.; F. J. O'Brien Hale; Mathew H. Hale, 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law.! 


HARBIN +. MASTERMAN—No. 2, 5th March. 


Tuettusson Act (39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 98), s. 1—AccumuLation—Incomz— 
Cuarity—W1LL—ConstTRvcrion. 


Appeal from the decision of Stirling. J. J. F. Duncan, who died on the 
1st of January, 1865, by his will, dated the 15th of February, 1860, gave 
the residue of his personal estate to trustees upon trust out of the annual 
income to pay certain annuities; but, in case the annual income of the 
trust moneys should not be sufficient for the payment of the whole amount 
of the annuities, he directed his trustees to a m the deficiency 
between the annuitants according to the amount of their annuities, so that 
the same should rateably abate; and upon further trust in every year 
after his decease to invest the surplus income, if any, of the trust moneys, 
and, after the decease of the survivor of the annuitants, to convert into 
money such part of the trust funds and the accumulations thereof as 
should not actually consist of cash, and to stand posseseed thereof in trust 
to pay and divide the same unto five public charities thereinafter 
named acco to the amounts set after their respective names. The 
amount set after the name of each charity was £100. A suit for adminis- 
tration of the testator’s estate had been instituted in 1865, and it then 
appeared that, after all the annuities had been provided for by the appro- 
priation of an adequate portion of the property, there remained a surplus 
capital of about £8,000. Wickens, V.C., held, in 1871 (L. R. 12 Eq. 559), 
that the five charities, as residuary legatees, took the whole of the residue 
of pure personalty in equal shares, and were therefore entitled to the 
Salts of £8,000; but his lordship, without deciding as to the fature 


ts of anyone to the accumulations, held that the charities were not 


then entitled to have the accumulations ron, wet fa be paid the £8,000 
surplus at once, but that the accumulations continue until further 
order. The testator’s next of kin had by special leave appealed from this 
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judgment as to the surplus capital, but the Court of A on the 26th 
of February last, affirmed the decision of Wickens, V.C. The question 
raised by the present appeal was whether the testator’s next of were 
entitled to the accumulations of income which had been made 
since the expiration of twenty-one years from the date of testator’s 
death, and which might in future be made until all the annuities ceased, 
or whether the charities were entitled to such accumulations. This ques- 
tion was left open by the decision of Wickens, V.C., as the 
accumulation allowed by the Thellusson Act had not then expired. Stir- 
> pea this question in favour of the charities. The next of kin 
ap’ ’ 

“Tae Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


appeal. 

oo L.J., said that the effect of the will was, first, that the residue 
was given absolutely to the five charities in equal shares; secondly, that 
the residue was not to be paid to them until all the annuities came to an 
end ; thirdly, that the annuities were all charged on the income of the 
trust estate, and were to be paid annually out of the income of that estate ; 
fourthly, that the surplus, if any, of such income in any year was given 
to the charities absolutely ; fifthly, that such surplus was to be accumu- 
lated until all the annuities had come to an end, and the accumulations 
were then’ to be divided among the charities, but the annuitants had no 
claim to the accumulations and had no right to have any deficiencies in 
any year paid out of the accumulations arising from the surpluses of 
previous years; sixthly, that the accumulations were directed to be made 
for a period which might exceed, and which had, in fact, 
twenty-one years from the testator’s death. The Thellusson Act (so far 
as material to the present case) prohibited accumulations of income 
by which the beneficial enjoyment thereof was postponed for a longer 
term than twenty-one years from the death of the testator, and the funds 
accumulated contrary to the provisions of the Act were, by the 

words of the Act, to to the persons who would have entitled 
thereto if the accumulation had not been directed. Who, then, would 
take the surpluses if the accumulation in this case had not been directed ? 
If the charities would take them, then they were entitled to the accumu- 
lations—the Thellusson Act itself gave it to them. But if the trust to 
accumulate was invalid apart from the Act, and could be yr po disre- 
garded, the direction to accumulate the annual surpluses not post- 
pone the beneficial enjoyment of them, and the Act had no application to 
the case. Notwithstanding the general principle that a donee or legatee 
could only take what was given him on the terms on which it was given, 
yet, by our law, there was a remarkable exception to this general principle. 
Conditions which were repugnant to the estate to which they were 
annexed were absolutely void, and might therefore be . This 
doctrine, his lordship apprehended, underlay the rule laid down in 
Saunders v. Vautier (Or. & Ph. 240), and was enunciated with great clearness 
by Wood, V.C., in Gosling v. Gosling (John. 272). By the application of 
this doctrine to the present case the charities were not entitled to the 
capital of the trust estate before all the annuities ceased; because 
the annuitants were interested in the income of such capital, and 
that income was not the sole and exclusive property of the charities. Nor 
would the charities have been entitled to the annual surpluses which 
there might be before all the annuities ceased if, in any event, the 
annuitants could have had recourse to them; but inasmuch as the 
terms of the will precluded any such recourse, and the accumulations 
were directed to be made for the benefit of the charities, and for their 
benefit only, it followed that each yearly surplus as it arose was their 
absolute property, and that the direction to accumulate was invalid, and 
might be properly disregarded, not only after, but during,-the period of 
twenty-one years from the death of the testator. This certainly would be 
so if the charities were to be regarded as ordinary individuals not under 
any personal disability. Wickens, V.C., evidently was of this opinion, 
though he had some doubt about the propriety of the charities 
as ordinary individuals. As regards one of the charities—which was a 
corporation—he (thé Lord Justice) was of opinion that there was no legal 
ground for that doubt. As regards the other charities there was more 
reason for hesitation. But even as to these, their trustees were, in his 
lordship’s opinion, absolutely entitled to the annual surpluses as 

the testator’s executors and the trustees of the testator’s will and the 
annuitants, who were his legatees. On this point his lordship agreed with 
the view of Stirling, J., and he did not Wickens, V.C., as dissent- 
ing from that, but only as expressing a doubt as to it. The fact that 
accumulations had been made since the of twenty-one years 
from the testator’s death would not avail the next of kin. If the surplus 
income accumulated was the property of the charities, the unnecessary 
accumulation of that income could not deprive them of their to it. 
The above view of the construction of the will and of the law app: le to 
it rendered it unnecessary to comment on Weatherall v. Thornburgh (8 Ch. 
D. 261) and Talbot v. Jevers (L. R. 20 Eq. 255) except by observing that 
the directions to accumulate in those cases were only invalidated by the 
Thellusson Act itself, which was not the case here. 

Kay and A. L. Surru, L.JJ., concurred.—Counszi, Crackanthorpe, Q.C., 
Hopkinson, Q.C., and Ribton ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Costelloe ; Hal- 
dane, Q.0., and Hadley ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 8. Dickenson ; Haldane, 
Q.C., and Fellowes; Buckley, Q.C., and 7. B. Napier. Soxtcrrors, Hood 
Barrs § Co. ; Gadsden §& Treherne; Hyde, Tandy, § Sayer ; Bower, Cotton, ¢ 
Bower ; Winter § Co. 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re FISH, INGHAM v. RAYNER—No. 2, Ist March. 


Wui—Conerrverion—*' My Niece ’’—Wrre's Granpnrece—Lect- 
TIMACY. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the 


4 





Chancery of the 
12th of January, 1884, 


trust to pay the interest and di 
“my Eliza Waterhouse” daring her life. He had no niece named 
Eliza Waterhouse. But his wife hada named 


for wad che bal che on Oe cs oceans cata aa The 


question was, What circumstances was the effect of the bequest 
in favour of ‘“‘ my niece Eliza Waterhouse’? The Vice-Chancellor 

that the legitimate grandniece of the wife was entitled. The illegitimate 
liza ee who had “Gok toons dbs will oe 
ee ne ae t was argued no person who 
actually answ the desori *my niece Eliza Waterhouse,”’ if = 
evidence was admitted to w that some person was designated, 
evidence ought to be equally admitted ; that the illegitimate grandniece 
of the wife ought, equally with the legitimate grandniece, to be at liberty to 
produce evidence to shew that she was the person whom the testator 
meant to benefit; and that, in the evidence, if admitted, would shew 
that it was she (who had lived with and looked after him) whom he did 


mean to benefit. 
Tur Oovar (Linpuay, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L JJ.) dismissed the 
ai 


a L.J., said the rule of law was too strong for the appellant, and 


the decision of the Vice-Chancellor was a ty might be that the 
intention of the testator was thereby defeated. testator said ‘“‘ my 
niece Eliza Waterhouse.’? Who that description? No one did. 
Then you looked farther and found that the testator’s wife had a - 
niece of that name, and she also had un illegitimate 

also called Eliza Waterhouse. The legitimate 


competition with the other, The peinciple her, would u rysery ead be 
entitled under the nest. —— Do more 
satisfactorily awd hae in Sherratt v. Mountford (21 W. R. 818, 
L. R. 8 Ch. App. 928), where Mellish, L.J., said that “‘no doubt 
@ man’s own nephews and nieces were primarily his nephews and 
nieces, but he was of opinion that his wife's ee ee re 


were his nephews and nieces according to the meaning of 
the words ye secondary sense; so that if he had no nephews and 


nieces according to the strict primary sense, then his wife’s nephews 

and nieces would take under the description of his nephews and nieces, 

unless there was some other class of persons who came into enae 
r 


wh roved to be who t take 
wie ee ae ee ae not, his lordship 


considered, be admitted. ‘The ust be 
considered, be adm ; m 
Kay, L.J., concurred. It was to introduce evidence to shew 


the intention of the testator, and it was ingentously said that there was a 
latent ambiguity. It was said that it was not sought to give evidence of 
intention, but of surrounding circumstances. But the present was not 
a question of surrounding circumstances. I 

legitimate grandniece in favour of an illegitimate one, but the 
law always preferred legitimacy, and would not allow evidence to exclude 
it. His lordship referred to Hill v. Crook (22 W. R. 137, L. R 6 H. L. 
265) and Dorin v. Dorin (23 W. R. 570, L. R. 7H. L. 568). The Vice- 


Chancellor was right. : 
A. L. Surrn, ae also concurred. The court was bound by authority 


not to admit this evidence; the rule of law seemed inflexible; a gift to 
‘“‘my niece Eliza Waterhouse,’ meant to ‘‘ my niece Eliza 
Waterhouse’’; then, if there was no such person, but there were two 


mate. The appeal must be dismissed.—Oounsm, Us/ ; i 
and 7. E. Mansfield. Sowtcrrons, T. H. Philpots, . Rennison, Black- 
burn; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for EB. D. Little, Blackburn; J. W. 
Shaw, Blackburn. ; 
[Reported by Arnraur Lawzence, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re GILSON, GILSON v. GILSON—North, J., 2nd March. 


R. 8. C., XVI., 48—Service or Norice on Execuratx—ExBovreix ALREADY 
Panty tn Personat Capacity. 
This action was brought by Marianne Gilson, widow of E. R. G 
deceased, tenant for life under the will of Anne Gilson, deceased, of 
of her residuary estate, and her four infant children entitled in x 


of the said will, and other 
t the two surviving ——s ; Seg oy 
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discharge the order of the 12th of February. It was contended for them 
that ord. 16, r. 48, applied, as Anne Gilson was not a party to the action 
qua executrix, that the application was properly made before the defence 
was delivered, and that, as the defendants could not counter-claim, they 
should be allowed to serve the notice. 


Nortu, J., said that the application was in the first place premature, as 
no defence had been delivered, which might possibly shew that the question 
to be tried was not a proper one for a third party notice; in the second 
place, the case was not within the rule, and it was not right to serve two 
executors as third parties when it was not proposed to serve the third ; and 
lastly, that he was not satisfied, on the evidence, that the executors ought 
to be served. His lordship, therefore, in the exercise of his discretion, 
dismissed the motion with costs.—Counset, H. Terrell; W. M. Cann. 
Soxtcitors, Claude Ormerod ; Tippetts § Son. 

[Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


VERNER v. THE GENERAL AND COMMERCIAL INVESTMENT TRUST 
(LIM.)—Stirling, J., 6th March. 


Company Luairep—Repvction or Oarrrat—Loss or Part or Patp-vup 
CarrtraL—Part or CAPITAL UNREPRESENTED BY AVAILABLE AssETs— 
Excess or Income over Exrenpirurr—Kicut or Directors TO DECLARE 
Divipenps—Comranies Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. c. 26), s. 3. 


The company was incorporated in January, 1888, with a capital of 
£600,000, divided into 60,000 shares of £10 each, all of which had been 
issued and fully paid up in cash, and converted into stock of two classes, 

referred and deferred. In addition to the subscribed capital the company 

ad izsued debenture stock, secured by a floating charge on the assets of 
the company, to the extent of £300,000, bearing interest at four per cent. 
The whole ot this capital had been invested in securities authorized by the 
memorandum of association, and the prerent market value of such invest- 
ments was £654,776. By the evidence it was shewn that a sum of 
£75,000 represented a depreciation which was not likely to be recovered 
within a reasonable period of time. Some of the investments had been 
changed from time to time, and these had resulted in a net capital gain of 
£27,000, which was placed intact to a reserve fund. During the year 
ended the 28th of Iebuary last the excess of income over the expenditure 
had amounted to £23,000, and this the directors proposed to distribute in 
the way of dividends amongst the shareholders. William Henry Verner 
brought the action against the company on behalf of himself and all 
other shareholders other than the directors, and moved the court to 
restrain the directors from declering or distributing among the members 
of the company any dividend in respect of the preceding financial year ; 
the question being whether, having regard to the fact that there was a 
loss of capital to the amount of £75,000, and an excess of income over 
expenditure of £23,000, the directors could legally declare and pay any 
dividend. 

Stiaiino, J., stated the facts, and said that the action was a friendly 
one, but nevertheless was one of great importance to the directors, 
because if they made a mistake and wrongfully paid dividends out of 
capital, it would be a very serious thing for them in the event of the 
company subsequently going into liquidation. The general proposition 
of law might be usefully stated from the judgment of Lord Herschell, C., 
in Trevor v. Whitworth (36 W. R. 145, 12 App. Cas. 415). The capital 
pow no doubt, be diminished by expenditure upon and reasonably 
incidental to all the objects specified. A part of it may be lost in 
carrying on the business operations authorized. Of this all persons 
trusting the company are aware, and take the risk. But I think they 
have a right to rely, and were intended by the Legislature to have a right 
to rely, on the capital remaining undiminished by any expenditure outside 
these limits, or by the return of any part of it to the shareholders.’’ On 
that it had been held, and was well-settled law, that where the annual 
teceipts of a company do not exceed the expenditure, or there are no 
receipts at all, capital cannot be applied in the payment of dividends: Re 
Exchange Banking Co., Fliteroft’s case (31 W. R. 174, 21 Ch. D. 519) and 
Guinness v. Land Corporation of Ireland (31 W. R 341, 22 Ch. D. 349). His 
lordship then referred to the judgment of Jessel, M.R.,in Re Ebbw Vale 
Steel, Iron, and Coal Co. (4 Ch. D. 827, 25 W. R. Dig. 48), where he came 
to the conclusion that the Companies Act, 1867, did not apply, and con- 
sequently the Mere. gr Act, 1877, was passed, and by section 3 of that 
Act it was enacted that ‘‘the word ‘capital,’ as used in the Companies 
Act, 1867, shall include paid-up capital, and the power to reduce capital 
conferred by that Act shall include a power to cancel any lost capital, or 
any capital resented by available assets.’’ The Act of 1877 did 
provide a means by which a company which had lost capital, cr whose 
capital was to any extent unrepresented by available assets, might reduce 
that capital and so be enabled to pay dividends on the reduced capital : 
and that had been largely done in practice. That was a consideration 
to which great weight ought to be given, and if his lordship had 
not had the guidance of the Court of Appeal in Lee v. Neuchatel 
Asphalte Co, (37 W. R. 321, 41 Ch. D. 1) he would perhaps have come 
to the conclusion that the only proper course would be to present a 

tition for the reduction of —. before declaring any dividends. 

jut in his lordship’s opinion that was inconsistent with the judg- 
ments delivered by the Court of Appeal in Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. 
His lordship then read passages from the judgments in that case, and 
said it seemed to him he must have regard to the constitution of the 
company and the articles of association, and see what provisions they 
contained, and whether they authorized, ‘‘ not a mere division of profit, 
- but a division of capital.” After considering the objects for which the 
company was formed, and some of the articles of association, his lordship 
said that the result of not declaring dividends and putting the excess of 


_teccipts to a reserve fund would be to preserve the capital for the benefit | High Court given to him by section 3 of ‘the Act o 


— 





of the deferred shareholders, and therefore in that respect the pan 
company and Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. stood upon a similar footing. 
The scheme copes to be to put the shareholders for the time being 
upon the same footing as regards dividends as tenants for life under an 
ordi: settlement of personal property, while the persons among whom 
the capital would be divided in the event of a winding up were to stand in 
the position of remaindermen entitled to the corpus of the settled property. 
Tenants for life under such a settlement would take the whole income o' 
all duly-authorized investments, notwithstanding any shrinkage or 
decrease in their value, and would not be entitled to share in any augmen- 
tation of value of the corpus, however t that might be, or however 
small comparatively the corresponding increase of income. The word 
‘‘ profits” in articles 85 and 86 his lordship read as meaning excess of 
income over expenses of management, and, so reading the word, he 
thought such excess was intended to be applicable for payment of 
dividends, notwithstanding shrinkage in the value of investments 
or loss of ‘capital occasioned thereby. The investments seemed to 
him to constitute permanent assets—assets not to be expended in 
providing for the profit earned by the company within the mean- 
ing of the words of Cotton, L.J. These assets remained intact, 
save by causes over which the company had no control; any diminu- 
tion in their value arose from their own inherent nature, not from dealing 
with them by the company; it was not sought to expend a portion of 
them in providing for profit or dividend, and there was xo likelihood 
of any cheating of creditors. Under these circumstances, he thought 
that it was not made out that payment of a dividend was beyond the 
power of the company. His decision was based on the peculiar nature of its 
constitution, and it was not to be assumed that he would have arrived at 
the same conclusion if he had been dealing with an ordinary trading 
company. It followed, from his lordship’s view, that in this company 
the shareholders would not be entitled to divide for the purposes of 
dividend any increase in the value of the investments, however great. It 
was urged that if this was so his decision conflicted with that of Chitty, 
J., in Lubbock v. British Bank of South America (1892, 2 Ch. 198; 40 
W. R. Dig. 38). The answer was that the nature of the two companies 
was different. That was an ordinary trading company, which this was 
not. There would be no order on the motion.—CounseL, Graham Hastings, 
Q.C., and Kirby ; Buckley, Q.C., and H. T. Eve. Sottcrrors, Flux, Lead- 
bitter, § Jackson ; Ashurst Morris, Crispe, § Co. ‘ 


[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re NEW TERRAS TIN MINING CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
28th February. 


CompaANy—WInDING Up—PRrocegEpinGs In STANNARIES CouRT—JURISDICTION 
—Companres (WinpinG-up) Act, 1890, s. 1, suB-sEcTION (4) ; 8. 3, sUB- 
SECTION (1). 


The above-named company was formed for the purpose of working 
mines in Cornwall or elsewhere in England, and was being wound up 
voluntarily. An application under section 138 of the Companies Act, 
1862, was now made by a contributory to the High Court asking for the 
removal of the voluntary liquidator. A preliminary objection was taken 
on behalf of the liquidator that the application ought to have been made 
in the Stannaries Court, that being the court referred to in sections 1 and 
32 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. It was also pointed out 
that if the High Court had concurrent jurisdiction it could not be ee 
exercised in this case, because an application had already been e in 
the voluntary liquidation to the Stannaries Court upon which a consent 
order had been made. On behalf of the applicant it was stated that 
the registered office, the liquidator, and all the parties were in London, 
and that on the authority of Re Silver Valley Mines (30 W. R. 36, 18 
Ch. D. 472) the jurisdiction was not in the Stannaries Court, but that 
even if it was, it was proper in the circumstances to retain the application 
in the High Court under section 3 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 
1890. Section 1, sub-section (4), of the Act of 1890 enacts as fol+ 
lows :—*‘ Provided that where a company is formed for working mines 
within the Stannaries, and is not shewn to be actually working mines 
beyond the limits of the Stannaries, or to be in any other 
undertaking beyond those limits, or to have en into a contract 
for such working or undertaking, s petition to wind up the company, or to 
continue the winding up of the mere under the supervision of the 
court, shall be presented to the Stan Court whatever may be the 
amount of the capital of the company, and wherever the registered office 
of the company is situate.’”? Section 3, sub-section (1), provides that ‘‘ the 
winding up of a compuny or any proceedings therein may at any time and 
at any stage, and either with or without application from any of the parties 
thereto, be transferred from one court to another court, or may be re- 
tained in the court in which the proceedings were commenced, although 
it wen he not be the court in which the proceedings ought to have been com 
menced.”’ ' 


Vavucuan Wits, J., held that the law laid down in the case of the 
Silver Valley Mines had been overruled by section 1, sub-section (4), of the 
Act of 1890, and that the jurisdiction was, therefore, in the Stannaries 
Court, unless it was shewn that the company was “actually working 
mines beyond the limits of the Stannaries.’ had not been shewn, 
and the jurisdiction was, therefore, primd facie, in the Stannaries Court. 
Having regard to the fact that proceedings had already been taken there, 
his lordship declined to exercise the power of retaining the case in the 
1890,—CounsgL, 
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Oswald, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis; Micklem. Soxtscrrors, J. A. Maxwell ; 
Lewis W. Gregory. 
[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


NELL AND OTHERS (Petitioners) » LONGBOTTOM (Respondent)—6th 
March. 


Exection Petirion—E.ecrion ror Mayor or BorovcH—SaLaRy ATTACHED 
To Orrice—CANDIDATE VOTING FOR Himsetr—CHarnmMaN Givinc First 
AnD Castine Vots—Drsqvatirication—MounicrraL Corporations Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50). 


Case stated under section 93, sub-section 7, of the Municipal Corpora- 
tions Act, 1882. An election for mayor of the borough of Louth was held 
on the 9th of November, 1893, and the respondent and Joseph Cusworth 
were the candidates. The respondent was declared duly elected, but an 
election petition was presented against him on the ground that he had not 
received a majority of votes and was not duly elected. The retiring 
mayor was the chairman cf the meeting at which the election was held; 
there were twenty-three persons present at the meeting, and eleven votes 
were given for each candidate, and the chairman gave casting vote in 
favour of the respondent and declared him duly elected. It —— 
that the chairman, being otherwise qualified to vote, voted in the first 
instance for the respondent ; that the respondent had voted for himself, 
and that Mr. Cusworth, the other candidate, had abstained from voting. 
A salary of £30 a year was attached to the office of mayor. One vote 
given for the respondent was given by John Taylor, who was an alderman 
and the owner of a building called ‘‘The Mart,’’ which he used for his 
business purposes. Mr. Taylor let this building to the council for a 
polling station at the election of councillors on the Ist of November, 1893, 
and he was to receive, and did receive, from the council the sum of two 
guineas for the use of the building. One of the votes given for Mr. Cus- 
worth was given by Mr. Griffin, a chemist, who had been appointed 
chemist to the council and had supplied goods to them as such chemist. 
Mr. Griffin was, on the Ist of November, 1893, elected a councillor, and 
at that date he was chemist to the council. All the goods supplied by Mr. 
Griffin to the council were supplied before he was elected councillor, with 
the exception of half a gallon of oil —_ by him for the council, 
which cost 4d. It was now contended for the petitioners that the follow- 
ing votes for the respondent were bad—namely, the vote of the respondent 
for himself, as a ealary was attached to the office of mayor, the vote of the 
chairman in the first instance, and the vote of Mr. Taylor, and that if 
these votes were struck off the respondent would not have a majority of 
votes. For the respondent it was contended that the above votes were 
good votes and that the vote of Griffin was a bad vote. The question 
was whether the respondent was duly elected by a majority of lawful 
votes. 

March 6.—The judgment of Tue Covrr (MatHew and Cave, JJ.) was 
read by 

Cavr, J.—This is a special case, stated with reference to the election of 
Mr. Longbottom, as mayor of Louth. The first objection arose with 
reference to the fact that Mr. Longbottom voted for himself as mayor, 
that being an office to which, by a resolution of the town council 
on the 4th of February, 1836, the salary of £30 per annum was attached. 
The vote so given was, it was alleged, rendered invalid by the Act of 
1882, s. 22 (3), which enacts that ‘‘ a member of the council shall not vote 
or take part in the discussion of any matter before the council or a com- 
mittee in which he has directly or indirectly by himself or by his partner, 
any pecuniary interest.’’ When Mr. Longbottom was as mayor, 
it is contended that he had a direct pecuniary interest in the result, and, 
consequently was disqualified from voting on the motion. For the 
respondent it was urged that inasmuch as, by section 12 (1), (2), a man 
may be elected a councillor, notwithstanding that he holds the office of 
mayor, and that such office may be a place of profit, he may also vote for 
himself as mayor, notwithstanding that it may be a place of profit. It is 
difficult to see the bearing of this argument, and we are of opinion 
that the vote was bad and must be struck off. As the votes were 
originally eleven for Mr. Longbottom, and eleven for Mr. Cusworth, his 
opponent, this decision places Mr. Longbottom in a minority of one. The 
respondent thereupon contended that one of the votes given him for Mr. 
Cusworth—that of Mr. Griffin—was bad, inasmuch as at the time of his 
election as councillor, he held an office or place of profit in the gift of the 
council: section 12 (1) (@) ; and also had a share or interest in a contract 
or employment with, by, or on behalf of the council, contrary to clause (c) 
of the same section and sub-section. It appears that the appointment of 
chemist to the council entitles the person appointed to es 3 goods in the 
way of his business as a chemist and druggist to the ice and the fire 
brigade, and that Mr. Griffin had not re the a tment before his 
election, and had, after his election, supp ed a member of the fire brigade 
on behalf of the council with 4d. worth of oil. The first answer made to this 
was that the contract was a very small one. That, however, is a matter 
into which we cannot enter, as the Legislature has not entrusted us with 
any dispensing power, and, probably, considered that the maxim of 
obsta principiis should apply to cases of this class. The second answer 
was that section 42 of the Act, which provides that ‘‘ the acts and proceed- 
ings of a person in possession of a corporate office, and therein, 
shall, notwithstanding his pe or want of ¢ be as 
valid and effectual as if he had qualified ? When, however, we refer 
to section 87 (1) which provides that a municipal election may be questioned 
by an election petition on the ground (d) that the person whose election is 
questioned was not duly elected by 9 majority of lawful yotes, it is clear | 








that, although in ordinary cases the act of an unqualified could not 
be questioned, yet that on an election petition the can 
particular vote 
objection, therefore, is fatal otes 
majority. The next objection was one made Seer Seas 
of cn Tayler, whe bak She Senet oe *? to the council 
for the purposes of a polling station, for the election of councillors on 
1st of November last, on the terms that he was to be paid two guineas 
Lenin Hi tee tion did not raise this question, and that 
ent t the q' . 
amendment of ae be that 


and put forward, no amendment, even if possible, o 
The objection, however, is of no im in this case, as the contract 
seems to us to be within the exemption in section 12 (2) (a), as a lease of 
land. Aun interest in a lease for a year would clearly be naar 
tion, and therefore a lease for a month, a week, ora day must equally 
within it. This vote being the votes still remain equal. It was 
next objected on the _— the qo ony that the chairman of the 
meeting at which the was held was ipso facto disqualified from 
voting. No authority for this ———- was produced, and we cannot 
see why a member of a meeting, wise entitled to vote, should be dis- 
qualified, either because he is entitled to preside by reason of his office, or 
because he is selected for that tion by the votes of his fellows. It is 
true that very often he does not vote until it has been ascertained that the 
other votes are equal, but when that is the 
because he is chairman, and as such has a vote only in the case of an 
ual division among the other members of the 
his right to vote as a duly qualified member of the meeting 
the result of the chairman’s giving his vote, th 
become we an the common law aj to have provided no wa 
out of the di ty. The institution of a second, or casting vote as it is 
called, is the creature of the statute law, introduced for the reece of 
avoiding the — — would wae tg ensue. It was poe ey 
into parish meetings turges Bourne’s many years ago, 
be found in sections 33 and 69 of the old Municipal Corporations Act of 
Will. 4. A similar provision is made as to in the Act 
of 1882 by the scheduie, rule ll. So , with regard to the 
election of aldermen, it is enacted by section 60 (6) that in case of equality 
of votes the chairman shall have the vote, with a viso that 
it is not to be understood as giving him a vote if he is otherwise 
disqualified. The words there are, ‘‘ although as an outgoing alderman 
or otherwise not entitled to vote in the first instance.’ A similar pro- 
vision with reference to the election of mayor is found in section 61 (4), 
where the words are “in case of an equality of votes the chairman, 
although not entitled to vote in the first instance, shall have the casting 
vote.”” The words “although not entitled to vote in the first instance,” 
appear to be inserted with the same intention as those inserted in section 
60 (6), that is to say, to make it clear that the gift of a casting vote was 
not intended to confer a right to a first vote when none such existed in 
fact. If the Legislature had intended in section 61 (4)—contrary to its 
manifest intention in other parts of the Act—to impose a positive dis- 
qualification on a chairman, one would have expected it to be done in 
express terms. The absence of any words equivalent to “as an outgoing 
alderman or otherwise” in gection 60 (6), is 
fact that the Legislature desired to make it 
intanded to be given where none previously existed, although not at the 
moment pre asin the case of the election of aldermen, to a 
tho vote was good. ‘hes makes the voting equal, and co it ts odmiiaes 
the vote was e eq as 
that the chairman had a second or vote and exercised such vote in 
favour of the respondent, it follows that he was duly elected and that the 
petition must be dismissed. As, however, the tion was due in _ 
measure to the conduct of the dentin giving an illegal vote for - 
self we are of opinion that it be dismissed without costs.—CounsgL, 
W. Graham; A. T. Lawrence. Sorscrrors, Collyer-Bristow § Oo., for 
Wilson § Son, Louth; J. Plaskitt, for Bell, Ingoldby, ¢ Sharpley, Louth. 
{Reported by Sir Suzrstow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re THE FERNDALE INDUSTRIAL CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY—28th 


InpustRiAL Soctery—Winpina up—County Courr—Jvunrispicrion—Inpus- 
TRIAL AND Provipent Socratres Acts, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 45), 8. 17 
anp 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 39), ss. 58, 59—Companies (WayDING-vP 
Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicor. c. 63), s. 10—Counry Counr Ruxes, 1892, 
rn. 146 


Appeal from Grantham, J., in chambers refusing to order the issue of a 


g 
é 


writ of prohibition to the judge of the Pontypridd (G 
County in the oo ee ie Oe ee os ce ae 
the above society. The was Ie the county’ oouh tx 


presented 
August, 1893, and was adjourned, and a winding-up order was made 
January, 1894. The county court nip hee 


of some of the officers of the as accounts, and it was these 
which it was ple Min Rages Hd egy a The 
application was made on of two of officers whom it was pro- 
seats pny The pee aaa’ paeee eatin FF Se 
dustrial and Provident Act, nag danag iy bean pre gs 
1893 ; that section pr for the winding up of industrial societies, 
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the provisions of the Companies Act, 1862, including section 165, 
relates to the examination of officers. In September, 1893, the 
Yndustrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893, came into operation. Sec- 
tion 58 of that Act provides for the dissolution of societies ‘‘ by an order 
to wind up the society or a resolution for the winding up thereof made as 
is directed in regard to companies by the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, the 
provisions whereof shall apply to any such order or resolution except that 
the term shall, for the purpose of such winding up, have the 
meaning given to it by this Act.’’ Section 59 provides that ‘‘ any pro- 
ceedings in the winding up of a registered society which, at the passing of 
this Act, are pending in any county court may, on application made by or 
on behalf of registrar with the consent of the Treasury, be transferred 
to the High Court, and thereupon the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
shall, so far as applicable, apply thereto accordingly.’’ Section 10 of the 
Companies (Win -up) Act, 1890, gives power to the court to examine 
into the conduct of tors and officers of a company, and to order them 
to restore and repay money improperly retained or misapplied by 
them. The contention on behalf of the applicants was that the county 
court judge had no jurisdiction to examine the applicants under section 
10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, that section not being 
licable to the winding up of societies in the county court under the 
I and Provident Societies Act, 1876. It was also said that the 
proceedings ought to be transferred to the High Court under section 59 of 
the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893. Re London and Suburban 
Bank (1892, 1 Ch. 604), Re Real Estates Co. (1893, 1 Ch. 398), and Re Portsea 
Island Building Society (1893, 3 Ch. 205) were referred to. 


Tue Covrt (Maruew and Cave, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Martuew, J.—I think that this appeal must be dismissed. It is clear 
that this petition was presented under the Industrial and Provident 
Societies Act, 1876, for the Act of 1893 had not come into force when it 
‘was presented. Under the Act of 1876 the county court, and not the High 
Court, was the tribunal to deal with the winding up of these societies. 
That is recognized by the County Court Rules of 1892, rule 146 of which 
provides that ‘‘ the provisions of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and 
the rules made thereunder, so far as they relate to winding up, shall apply 
to the winding up of societies registered under the Building Societies Act 
and the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1876, and the winding up 
of any such societies shall be conducted in all respects as if such societies 
were com) registered under any of the said Companies Acts.” That 
rule applies to windings up of these societies in the county court the 
practice which exists as to the winding up of companies in the High Court 
under the Act of 1890. That was the view taken by Vaughan Williams, J., 
in the Portsea Island Building Society's case, and I think it is perfectly 
clear that section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, applies to 
the winding up of one of these societies in the county court. Again, it is 
said that any winding up of one of these societies which was pending 
when the Act of 1893 was passed, is governed by section 59 of that Act; 
but that section is permissive only, and is controlled by section 58, which 
applies in general terms to all registered societies. In order that a 
transfer to the High Court under section 59 may be effected, two conditions 
must be fulfilled: there must be an application by the registrar and the 
consent of the Treasury must be given; no case where these conditions 
have not been fulfilled can be dealt with except under section 58. For 
these reasons I think the county court has jurisdiction, and this appeal 
must be dismissed. 

Cavz, J.—I am of the same opinion. It is clear that after the passing 
of the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1876, the winding up of 
thoze eocieties could take place in the county court and in the county court 
only. The practice under the Companies Act, 1862, was adopted, but the 
tribunal was the county court. It is said that the Act of 1893 madea 
difference in this . I think that that argument is met by the 
decision of Vaughan Williams, J.,in the Portsea Island Building Society’s 
case, where he comments on the case of Andrew v. Swansea Cambrian Benefit 
Building Society (50 L. J. C. P. 428). That decision applies as well to 
industrial societies under the Act of 1876 as to building societies under the 
Act of 1874. The ” pene sg is in the county court, and it is to be exer- 
cised according to the practice under the Companies Acts. If that be so, 
section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, applies, and the 
county court j is at liberty to apply the practice there laid down. 
Where that is compulsory he is bound to follow it; where it is 
discretionary he must use his discretion as to whether he will follow it or 
not. As to the ions of the Act of 1893, section 59 undoubtedly 
relates to the winding up of societies which are pending in a county court 
at the passing of the Act, and undoubtedly these proceedings may be 
transferred to the High Court under that section ; but only on the applica- 
tion of the registrar and with the consent of the Treasury. No such condi- 
ae calla te oes = . = 4 order has been made under that section. 

i roperly before the county court, and the county court 
judge has jurisdiction over it. If he makes a mistake in the exercise of 
that j tion an application may be made in the usual way and he can 
be set t; but I think that this application must be dismissed. Appeal 
d - » David; Benson. Soxrrcrrors, Martin ¢ Co., for 
G. David $ Evans, Cardiff ; Bell, Brodrick, § Grey, for Simons § Sons, Ponty- 


[Reported by T. R. C. Diu, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


THE ATTORWEY-GENERAL v. FELCE—2nd March. 


~ Revence—Scccession Dury—Enowisu Serruement or Foreicn Stocxs— 
Foruien Serrior anp Benerictantges—EnGLisu Trustee. 

This was an information by the Attorney-General against the executors 

of Dr. Shrimpton, claiming succession duty upon the capital value of trust 

funds passing under ¢ settlement of which Dr. Shrimpton had been 





trustee. The facts were shortly as follows:—In 1880 Emile Dubois, a 
domiciled Frenchman, placed in the hands of Dr. Shrimpton, in England, 
certain foreign stocks and securities all transferable to bearer. Dr. 
Shrimpton deposited these with his bankers in England, and executed a 
declaration of trust respecting them in accordance with the instructions 
given to him by Dubois. Under this declaration of trust Dubois took a 
life interest in the property, which, on his death, became divisible among 
certain French subjects domiciled in France. Dr. Shrimpton died in 
1888, leaving the defendants (domiciled Englishmen) his executors. 
Dubois died in 1891, and the Commissioners of Inland Revenue claimed 
from the executors account stamp duty and estate duty on the trust funds 
under the disposition of the funds by Dubois, and also succession 
uty on the capital value of the trust funds (less the account duty) 
g on his death to his successors under the declaration of trust. 
e executors paid account stamp duty and estate duty on the trust funds, 
but refused to pay succession duty, on the ground that neither Dubois nor 
his successors were domiciled in England. The commissioners main- 
tained that succession duty was payable, on the und that the declara- 
tion of trust was executed in Englan and the trustee was and 
continued to be until his death domiciled in England, and that the 
executors were domiciled in England, and that the securities forming the 
trust fund had been and still were situate in England. The Attorney- 
General filed an information against the executors to enforce payment of 
succession duty. The following cases were cited: Wallace v. The Attorney- 
General (L. R. 1 Ch. 1), The Attorney-General v. Campbell (L. R.5 H. L. 
524), Re Cigala’s Settlement Trusts (7 Ch. D. 351), Re Badart’s Trusts (L. R. 
10 Eq. 288). 
Tue Covrt (Maruew and Cave, JJ.) gave judgment for the Crown. 


Martuew, J.—I think that our judgment in this case must be for the 
Crown. We could not, in my opinion, decide otherwise without disaffirm - 
ing principles which have been laid down in cases of very great authority. 
The facts are that a foreigner, desiring to Spa certain of his property 
under the protection of English law, made it over to an English trustee 
for himself and for other beneficiaries, who are foreigners domiciled 
abroad: the property consists of foreign securities to bearer. The 
question is whether the succession of those foreign beneficiaries is a suc- 
cession within the ne | of the Succession Duty Act (16 & 17 Vict. c. 
51). The 2nd section A Fae Wd Mme bong is —— 
applies to “‘ ever t or-future tion of property by reason whereo 
ps person has = Fall have become beneficially entitled to any property 
or the income thereof upon the death of any person dying after the time 
appointed for the commencement of this Act.’’ I think that the property 
in this case falls within that section. In the Attorney-General v. Campbell 
it was held that property held under an English trust, although the settlor 
and the persons upon whom it devolves are domiciled abroad, is liable to 
pay succession duty. The property in that case was certainly English 

roperty, but that cannot be treated as the principle upon which the 
Soctehces proceeds ; the principle is that it was an English trust governed 
by English law. In Re Cigala’s Settlement Trusts a considerable portion of 
the property was French rentes and no distinction was made between that 
and the English property: all was subject to an English settlement 
enforceable by English law. I am unable to distinguish this case from 
those two; this is an English settlement subject to English law, and the 
trustee is an Englishman, and I think the remarks of Jessel, M.R., in 
Re Cigala’s Settlement Trusts (7 Ch. D., at p. 357) are applicable to it, and 
that our judgment must be for the Crown. 

Cavz, J.—I am of the same opinion. It is argued for the defendants 
that this case is governed by the principle which is laid down in general 
terms in Wallace v. The Attorney-General, and that it cannot be taken out 
of that principle unless it exactly coincides in its facts with the cases 
which are dis hed in that case. But we must look at the principle 
which underlies the distinction. It is said that the funds here are foreign 
funds : but so they were in Cigala’s case. It is said again that the pre- 
decessor here was domiciled abroad, but so was the testator in Attorney- 
General v. Campbell, and these circumstances were not regarded in those cases 
as reasons for following Wallace v. The Attorney-General. What was relied 
upon in those cases was that there was an English settlement and an 
English trustee, and that it was all governed by English law. All these 
circumstances are present here. It was designedly made an English 
settlement, and the forum is clearly English: no action upon it could be 
brought in Egypt, or in any of the other countries whose securities are 
comprised in it. I think that all the circumstances are present which 
enable us to distinguish this case from Wallace v. The Attorney-General. 
Judgment for the Crown.—Covunsgx, Sir John Rigby, 8.G., and Vaughan 
Hawkins ; Dicey, Q.C., and Vernon Smith. Soutcrrors, The Solicitor of In- 
land Revenue ; Lovell, Son, § Pitfield. 

{Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re WELCH, Ex parte THE TRUSTEE—Q. B. Div., 6th March. 


PrererentiAL Paymentr—Dgpt pur To Farenpiy Society sy BANKRupPT 
Secretany—F aienviy Socrgtres Act, 1875 (88 & 39 Vicr. c. 60), 8. 15 (7). 


This was an a) by the trustee in the bankru against the decision 
in the county wad Cornwall, holden at 






’ tting the of the ts, the Star of the West 

of the t Order of ws, Manchester Unity, for 

£723 as a preferential claim under the Friendly Societies Act, 1875 (38 & 
39 Vict. c. 60), s. 15 (7): “* Upon the bankruptcy of any officer of a society 
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belonging tothe society . . . 
pay such money and deliver over such property to the trustees of the society 
n preference to any other debts or claims against the estate of such _— 
It appeared from the evidence, and was admitted on both sides, that the 
bankrupt was the financial secretary of the society, that by its rules he was 
entitled to receive certain of the contributions to its fands but bound to hand 
them over at once to the treasurer, that owing to negligence in the conduct 
of the society he had been allowed to receive sums which he was not entitled 
to receive under the rules, and that he had also retained of the 
moneys both properly and improperly received by him out handing the 
same over to the treasurer, so that at the date of the receiving order he was 
indebted to the society in the sum of £723, It was contended on the part 
of the appellants that the bankrupt was not in of this money in 
virtue of his office, because he was not even entitled to receive some, and 
not entitled to retain possession of any of it. 

Vavcuan Wriiurams, J., dismissed the ap without calling on the 
respondents. His lordship said that in his op the county court judge 
had been right. He had not decided which sums out of the amount on the 
proof had been properly received, but had left that to be determined by 
further inquiry. But it had been admitted that some of the sums had 
been properly received by the bankrupt as financial secretary of the society. 
If the money were once properly received in accordance with the rules of 
the society it was in the bankrupt’s possession in virtue of his office until 
he discharged himself by paying it over to the treasurer. Thatif this were 
not so the result would be that if an officer of a friendly society received 
moneys and did not pay them over at the proper time, immediately, because 
he had wrongfully retained them, the moneys would be outeide the words 
of the statute “in his possession by virtue of his office.” No doubt the 
money must be received ‘‘in virtue of his office,” but that question did 
not arise here, for the county court judge had found asa fact, and the 
appellants had admitted, that some of the money, at any rate, had been 
received by the bankrupt in virtue of his office as financial secretary. The 
court was of opinion that this conclusion of fact was right and the appeal 
must therefore be dismissed. 

Wnricut, J., concurred, adding that there might be cases where a 
friendly society would not be able to take advantage of the section of the 
Act referred toin this case ; for instance, if they left their money lying for 
an extravagantly long time or under improper circumstances in the hands 
of an officer not entitled to retain it in his possession; but that in the 

resent case there was no evidence of such a state of things as he had 
instanced.—Counset, Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie; E. Tindal 
Atkinson, Q C., and F. M. Abrahams. Souxscrrons, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co , 
for H. Jenkins, Falmouth ; J. A. Bartrum, for Dodell, Truro. 
[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re BURNETT, Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER—Q. B. Div., 
6th March. 


Awnvutmenr or ApjupicaTion—Payment or Crepirrors in Fur1—Banx- 
ruptcy Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 35. 


This was an appeal by the official receiver against the decision of the 
deputy registrar of the county court of Surrey, holden at Croydon, 
annulling the adjudication of a debtor asa bankrupt. It _—— from the 
evidence that a receiving order had been made against the debtor on the 
20th of April, 1892, upon a creditor’s petition, and that the debtor had failed 
to attend any public examination or meeting of his creditors or to file any 
statement of accounts owing to ill-health. He had been adjudicated 
bankrupt upon the 2nd of July, 1892, subsequently to which date a Miss 
Watson bought all his debts (it was stated that there were only six 
creditors), amounting to £1,654, for the sum of £144. Miss Watson then 
assigned the debts back to the debtor for the sum of £1,654, which was 
found for him by a Miss Clifford. Application was then made by the 
debtor for annulment of his adjudication, and he filed an affidavit for use 
at the hearing of the application, but did not “D himself, though given 
notice to ap for cross-examination upon his affidavit. The deputy 
registrar held that the debtor had paid his creditors in full, and annulled 
the adjudication. It was contended on behalf of the appellants that the 
debtor ought to have been cross-examined upon his affidavit, and that the 
transaction he had carried out was not nt of his creditors in full 
under the Bankruptey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 35, but an 
arrangement outside the Act. 

Vaucuan Wiiu1ams, J., allowed the aged, His lordship said that it 
was suggested in the case before him that the bankrupt was entitled to 
have his adjudication annulled, upon the ground that his debts had been 
paid in full, in compliance with the requirements of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 35. In his opinion such payment need not 
necessarily be made to the persons entitled to prove under section 3 of the 
same Act, but might be made to a person entitled if there 
were no proof by the original creditor on the file. ut assuming that 
point in favour of the bankrupt, the question still remained whether the 
debts had been paid in full or not. ‘To decide that question the court 
must look at the evidence as a whole. It appeared that Miss Watson had 
bought up the debts for a very emall sum, not with avy idea of benefiting 
the creditors, but with the purpose of ob’ the annulment of the 
adjudication. That after this transaction the beets on A 
been advised that it would not do, so another friend came for the 
same purpose, and provided the bankrupt with the £1,654 which he was 
said to have paid to Miss Watson. transaction ought not to be 
treated as a Spa in full, for it was in the interests of the bankrupt 
alone, and if this ammulment were allowed the bankrupt would be gettin, 
rid of his bankruptcy 1 Oe ee ae The 
must be allowed, and the order of the deputy registrar discharged. 

Waricut, J., concurred, adding that it had not, in his opinion, been 


his trustee shall upon demand in writing | sufficien 





included in the com- 
lackenzie; F. 0. Willis, 


(Reported by P. M. Faancxe, Barrister-at-Law. )} 





Solicitors’ Cases. x 


BOXSIUS v. GOBLET FRERES AND OTHERS—0O. A. No. I, 
28th February. 

Lrser—Lertrer written BY Soxicrror on Instructions or Cirent—Letrer 
DICTATED TO SHORTHAND CLERK—LetreR corp ny Cierk—Pxriviteerp 
Occasion. 

This was an appeal by the defendants from a ju t of Lawrance, 
J. The plaintiff, a married woman, sued Messrs. et Freres, a firm of 
wine merchants, and Messrs. Wrensted & chap a firm of solicitors, to 
recover for an alleged libel. The li 
tained in a letter written to the plaintiff 


a account, and spoke of 
inquiries having been made about her which had resulted in information 
g obtained of a serious character, and threatened ings in case 
of non-payment. The plaintiff ep egy this letter imputed to her that 
she had been guilty of a criminal ; and.the defendants admitted 
at the trial that the proeites Coat 3 letter were criminal 
roceedings. The publication of which the plaintiff complained consisted 
fn dictating the letter to a shorthand clerk 
Wrensted & Sharp, who transcribed it, 
who made a copy ° 
that the defen i 
shorthand clerk and in having it y their g clerk 
in the bond fide discharge of their duty as solicitors towards their 
the other defendants, and that their clerks had an interest in 
the communication for the oe age of transcribing and copying the 
in the ordinary course of their business, and that the 
wrote and published the letter bond fide and without malice, and 
belief that the statements therein were true; and that, therefo: 
letter was a privileged communication. The action was tried before 
The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff for 


Hon 
rertHE 


rance, inp ah 8 EE 

damages, but found, in answer to a question put to them by the learned 

judge, that there had been no on the of the defendants. 
wrance, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendants 


Sp- 
ed from this judgment, not atking for a new trial, but that 
a sone might be entered for them. It was argued on their bebelt that 
the Greeaper pee jens defendants = the 
occasion, an vilege was not taken away 
communication took place, so to speak, in the preeence of the defendants 
clerks : Lawless v. Anglo-Eyptian C.tt.n Co. (L. R. 4 : 
King (1 Lev. 240) ; Taylor v. Hawkins (16 Q. B. 
(L. R. 70. P. 606); Toogood v. Spyring (1 0. M. & 
sary, in the eense of being reasona' y necessary, for a solicitor to make use 
of his clerks for taking down aud transcribing and letters written 
on behalf of his clients. werent was not ag Tae 
interest of the particular client, it was necessary 
solicitor’s clients as a whole. The of the case of Pullman v. Hill 
1 Q. B. 524), in which it was held that a mer- 
to a shorthand 


$ Oo. (39 W. R. 263; 1891 
chant was not justified in dictating clerk a letter containing 
@ customer. 


defamato: enapter soneonatng , Was not to the case 
of a solicitor. On the part of the plaintiff reliance was laid on Pullman v. 
Hill § Co., and it was argued that no distinction could be drawn for this 
Pp between the cace of a merchant and that of a solicitor. Further, 
the Tr was one betes, Boge yn + er were not justified in 
and Lorgs and Davay, L.JJ.) allowed 
endants. 


the a , and gave jud 
: Esuer, fk. at ae 


Lo 
a ed had not been entered. v. 
whe Ge the Court of Pree ye g bry ee tire a merchant wrote a 
letter containing a libel on a customer under such circumstances that, if 
he sent it to the customer, it would be sent on a privileged occasion, then, 
in that cart tee th eoeieiee Lares odin to one the 
urpose O t co such act constituted a pu 

rope amy Rep, 

on 


ifa 
sina arte are 


ites one of hie the : 

t to one oO! 

aroe here in the cage of soiltr a slieor who had pape tages 4 

a client to obtain a 

c with payteont to thie extent—viz., to S tettor to hen. o> 
payment and changing Mun with Rasiag, (08 to se cat wien 

by at least a shabby trick, and almost « criminal trick. That was what 

the firm of eolicitore in this case were instracted to do. In order to 
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claim against another person, was to conduct an action for the enforce- 
ment of that claim, and that what was done before the commencement of 
the action was not part of the ordinary business of a solicitor. The court, 
however, had recently expressed the opinion that it was part of the ordi- 
nary duty of a solicitor to his client to try to obtain payment of money 
due to the client by threatening an action. And it was undoubted that 
the writing of letters to demand payment of money and to threaten pro- 
ceedings in default of payment was, in fact, part of the ordinary course 
of business carried on in a solicitor’s office. And in his opinion the court 
must recognize the fact, which was matter of common knowledge, that it 
‘was an ordinary and frequent part of the business of solicitors on the 
instructions of their clients to write letters to persons for certain purposes 
containing defamatory matter relating to those persons. It must often 
heagen that it would be impossible for a solicitor without so doing to 
perform properly his duty to his client. ‘The case of a solicitor was quite 
different from that of a merchant. Now, this being part of the duty of a 
solicitor towards his client, it followed that if that which a solicitor wrote 
on the instructions of his client would, supposing it to have been written 
by the client himself, have been held to have been written on a privileged 
occasion, then what the solicitor so wrote must also be held to have 
been written on his part on a privileged occasion. If the letter com- 
plained of in this| case had been written by Messrs. Goblet Fréres 
themselves, it would have been privileged. Therefore the writing 
and sending the letter by the solicitors was also privileged. Then 
it was said that even if the writing and sending the letter on the part of 
the solicitors was privileged, still they could not maintain that privilege 
with regard to their communicating the contents of the letter to their 
clerks. But if it was the duty of the solicitors to write such a com- 
munication on a privileged occasion, did it not follow that it was their 
duty to do so in a reasonably necessary way for enabling them to perform 
their duty to their clients generally in the most convenient manner? The 
court, knowing what the practice of a solicitor’s office was, and not 
requiring the assistance of a jury to answer any questions on the matter, 
were prepared to say that a solicitor, instructed to write a letter con- 

defamatory matter on a privileged occasion on behalf of a client, 
might do so in an ordinary and reasonably necessary manner—i-v., he 
might use such means as were ordinary and reasonably necessary for 
enabling him to do his duty to his clients generally, which involved havmg 
the letter taken down and transcribed and then copied into the letter- 
book. It was undoubtedly the duty of a solicitor to make and keep 
copies of all letters written on behalf of his clients. Therefore, the 
communicating the contents of this letter to the defendants’ clerks, as 
well as the sending it to the plaintiff, was on a privileged occasion ; and, 
malice having been negatived by the jury, the defendants could not be 
held liable. The learned judge ought to have held the occasion to be 
privileged, and to have directed the jury that they were bound, in the 
absence of malice, to find a verdict for the defendants. The appeal must, 
therefore, be allowed. 

Lops, L.J., concurred. It was impossible to give an exhaustive defini- 
tion of “‘ privileged occasion,” or to determine the precise nature of the 
social or moral duty or the interest which was always stated to give rise to 
the privil But, speaking for himself, he thought that, for the purpoge 
of a case like the present, it might be defined thus: If a communication 
made by a solicitor to a third party was reasonably necessary and usual in 
the discharge of his duty to his client and in the interest of his client, the 
occasion was privileged. 

Davey, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Blake Odgers, Q.C., Forman, and 
F. 0. Robinson ; Montague Lush and Ronald M‘Neili. Soxtcrrors, Skipper $ 
Tucker ; Wrensted § Sharp. 

{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLL. 


20 February—Gezorce Txomas Harcu (Liverpool). 

22 February—Joun Hucu Wartne (300, High-street, Borough, London). 
24 February—James Barner Epwarps (Deal). 

24 February—Wi.uam Epwarp Cartwricut (Newcastle-under-Lyme). 
24 February—Wiutuiam We ts (Leeds). 





LAW SOCIETIES, 


CHESTER AND NORTH WALES INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


The thirteenth annual meeting of this society was held at the Town 
Hall, Chester on Friday, the 23rd ult., 1894, Mr. Joun Davis, president, 
in the chair. 

The prize for articled clerks founded by Mr. John Allington Hughes 
when president of the society in 1891-2 was presented by the president 
to Mr. Edward Cawley, B.A., who served his articles to his father, Mr. 
Thomas Cawley, of Tarporley, dnd Messrs. Hickin & Fox, of London, 
and who was placed in the second class at the honours examination held 
in April, 1893. 

The report of the committee and the honorary treasurer’s accounts for 
the Fa eat were received and adopted. 

e following officers of the society were unanimously elected for the 
fOnvweh :—Mr. H. T. Brown (Chester), president, Mr. F. Cooke 
(Crewe), vice-president, Mr. F. E. Roberts (Chester), honorary treasurer, 
and Mr. R. Farmer (Chester), honorary secretary. 

The tlemen are the committee for the year :—Messrs. E. 
Gardner, J. ore, J. Gamon, G. H. Rogerson, N. A. E,. Way 





(all of Chester), J. A. Hughes (Wrexham), J. H. Cooke (Winsford) J. 
Davies (Denbigh), and C. H. Pedley (Crewe). 

Messrs. F. W. Sharpe and C. P. Douglas, both of Chester, were re- 
elected auditors. 

The annual dinner was held at the Queen Hotel, Chester, after the 
meeting. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The society now numbers 123 members. 

Land Transfer Bill, 1893.—Thbis Bill was introduced by the Lord Chan- 
cellor early last year, and engaged the constant attention of your com- 
mittee until its withdrawal in November last. In April last your 
president and secretary attended a meeting of the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies in London, at which it was resolved to take steps to oppose 
the Bill in both Houres of Parliament, and deputies were appointed to 
wait upon the Lord Chancellor, with deputies from the Incorporated Law 
Society (U.K.). The deputation aes his lordship to refer the Bill to a 
select committee. This the Lord Chancellor declined to do, but promised 
to consider any evidence which might be submitted to him in support of 
the representations of the deputation that conveyancing business 
is conducted more speedily and cheaply under the present system than 
it could be under the system proposed to be compulsorily applied by 
the Bill. Evidence of the cost of small conveyancing transactions 
was, at the instance of the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.), collected by 
the country societies (including your own), and carefully tabulated. 
Meanwhile, a letter urging objections to the Bill, signed by your president 
and vice-president, was sent to every peer owning land within the society’s 
district. It will be within the recollection of the members that a special 
general meeting of the socioty was held at Denbigh in July last (on which 
occasion the president very hospitably entertained thore who attended the 
meeting at luncheon), when resolutions objecting to the principle of the 
Bill, and expressing the opinion of the society that it would make 
conveyancing more expensive, more dilatory, aud more difficult, were passed 
and ordered to be forwarded to the Lord Chancellor. The Bill, however, 
passed the House of Lords, and the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) at 
once commenced vigorous measures for organizing an opposition in the 
House of Commons. Forms of a memorial tomembers of Parliament were 
supplied to your committee, who took steps to have them signed by as 
many solicitors as possible in each constituency in the society's district, 
and forwarded tothe member. The thanks of the society are due to Mesers. 
A. E. Caldecutt, W. R. Davies, A. Fletcher, J. Hopley Pierce, H. A. 
Poyser, H. Martin, F. Llewellyn-Jones, H. G. Roberts, T. Latham, E. 
Powell, Henry Taylor, and R. Farmer for getting up the memorials ia 
their respective constituencies, and ascertaining the attitude of their mem- 
bers towards the Bill. A meeting of Chester solicitors was held to la 
before Mr. R. A. Yerburgh, M.P. for the city of Chester, and Mr. H. J. 
Tollemache, M.P. for the Eddisbury Division of Cheshire, the views of the 
society upon the Bill; and a deputation of Flintshire solicitors waited 
upon Mr. 8. Smith, M.P. for the county, at Rhyl, for a like pw 
The Bill was formally withdrawn in November last, but it is considered 
probable that another Bill will be introduced at no distant date, and the 
members of the society are urged to continue their attention to the subject. 
The papers read by Mr. B. G. Lake and Mr. J. W. Howlett, at the Man- 
chester meeting of the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) last October, will 
well repay perusal. The committee consider that the hearty thanks of the 
whole profession are due to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
(U.K.) for the energetic manner in which, at no cost, they organized 
the opposition to the Bill of 1893, and they take this opportunity of 
urging all members of this society who have not yet done so to join the 
Incorporated Law Society (U.K) without loss of time. The subscription 
is 10s. per annum, and there is no entrance fee. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY FOR CARDIFF AND 
DISTRICT. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The members of your seater in 1893 numbered 104, and 
there were 9 subscribers to the library in that year. This shews on the 
whole a slight increase over the year 1892. 

The circuit system.—There has been a distinct improvement made since 
our last report was issued in the circuit . Civil causes can now be 
tried oftener at Cardiff, and this is a matter of great importance to members 
of our society. Asa corollary to this advance by the judges, we are of 
opinion that delivery of pose should no longer be forbidden during 
the long vacation, and that strong efforts in this direction should be 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrery—March 6.—Chairman, Mr. 0. Herbert 
Smith.—The debate adjourned from last week was continued, and the 
motion was lost by four votes. The subject for debate was, ‘“‘ That the 
case of Re Errington, Ex parte Mason (1894, 1 Q. B. 11), was wrongly 
decided. Mr. A. Hair opened in the affirmative. Mr. J.C. King seconded 
in the affirmative. Mr, O. F. Christie 7 in the negative. Mr. J. C. 
Gait seconded in the negative. The following members also a — 
Messrs. Stephens, Nimmo, Tebbutt, Wilde, Green, and Bell. Mr. Hair 
having replied, and the chairman ha summed up, the motion was 
posts, ay seg the ow The subject for debate at the next meeting of the 
rae on Tuesday, March 13, is, “‘ That this society condemns the shelter« 
ing of professed Anarchists in this country.”’ 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Joun Henry Procror Lurzscun, stipendiary strate of Man- 
chester, died a few daysago. He was the son of Mr. 
and was called to the bar in 1847, and formerly had a considerable 
practice on the Northern Circuit. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Francis Jerrarp Hunt, solicitor, Cardiff, has been ore gaa a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hunt was admitted in July, 1887. 


Mr. James Croome Jackman, solicitor, 62, St. Martin’s-lane, Charing- 
cross, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jackman was 
admitted in August, 1887. 


Mr. Henry Saccrrs Know zs, solicitor, Cambridge, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Knowles was admitted in July, 1887. 


Mr. Francis James Kerr, solicitor, Manchester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Kerr was admitted in September, 1887. 





GENERAL, 
The Royal assent was given on the 5th inst. to the Parish Councils Bill. 


Mr. Justice Kekewich, as president for the year, will occupy the chair | W 


at the seventh annual dinner of Devonians in 
masons’ Tavern on Saturday, April 21. 

Mr. Thomas Shaw, M.P. for the Border Burghs, who has been appointed 
Scottish Solicitor-General, is, says the St. James’s Gazette, very much a 
self-made man. He belongs. to Dunfermline, and began a3 a solicitor. 
He became an advocate in 1875, and has been very successful. He has no 
brilliancy, but his plodding perseverance is a byword in Parliament House, 
where he is irreverently known as ‘* Tam.” 


The Zimes states that a telegram has been received from Beng more by 
Sir Henry Hancock, who is temporarily acting as judge of th 
ham County Court, to the effect that a serious accident has befallen 
Honour Judge Chalmers. The judge exchanged duties with Sir 
Hancock for a period extending from December last to the end of 
month, and went to Gibraltar.- The telegram states that Judge Chalmers 
was taking riding exercise when he was thrown from his horse, and fell 
heavily to the ground. Three of his ribs and his collar-bone were broken. 

Mr. Justice Wills, says the Times, while hearing cases set down as short 
causes under ord. 14, r. 3 (8) (6), which provides that a list shall 
be kept for the trial of causes in which leave to defen has been given 
under order 14, and in which the judge is of opinion that a prolonged 
trial will not be requisite, called attention to the nature of one or two 
cases which had been heard before him during the course of theday. They 
were ordinary actions and had no peculiarity in them to bring them within 
the new rule. If such cases were to be set down in the short cause list in 
future a very beneficial rule would break down, and he regretted the pos- 
sibility of its occurring. 

The Local Government Board has issued to boards of guardians and 
urban sanitary authorities other than town councils in England and Wales 
a circular drawing attention to the provisions of the Local Government 
Act, 1894, in so far as they affect the election of guardians and members 
of urban sanitary authorities during the present year. The circular says : 
Under the Act, urban and rural district councils will take the place of 
urban and rural sauitary authorities, and parishes in any rural district will 
be represented on the board of guardians by the persons elected as rural 
district councillors, guardians as such being only elected in parishes in 
urban districts. The first elections under the Act of and district 
councillors will be held on the 8th of November next or on such later date 
or dates in the year 1894 as the Board may fix, and the persons elected will 
come into office on the second Thursday next after their election, or such 
other day not more than seven days earlier or later as may be fixed by or 
in pursuance of rules made by the Board in relation to their election. 
Upon the day on which the first guardians and urban or rural district 
councillors elected under the Act come into office, the who are 
then members of boards of guardians or urban or rural authorities 
will cease to hold office ; but until that day the persons who at the passing 
of the Act were guardians or members of urban sanitary authorities for 
districts other than boroughs will continue in office notwithstanding any 
want of qualification, as if the term of office for which they were elected 
expired on that day, and except for the purpose of filling casual vacanies, 
or of electing additional guardians, where the number is increased, no 
further elections will be held. Hence, the guardians and members of 
urban sanitary authorities who would have gone out of office in April next 
but for the passing of the Act, will continue in office until November and 
= then retire, ona the elections which would otherwise have been held 

in April will not take place. No further steps, therefore, should be taken 
with a view to any such election. 


mdon, to be held at Free- 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Ar = ‘a Fp poy be 5, at Je, Hornton st, Campden-hill, W., the wife of J. R. Atkin, barrister- 
a ’ 
Brvpp.—"March 2, at Oxton, Exeter, the wife of Edward Fairfax Studd, barrister-at-law, 
ora 


Wvarr.—Feb. 26, at 1, Eldon Villa, Hales-road, Cheltenham, the wife of Algernon H. 
Wyatt, solicitor, of a daughter. , 








MARRIAGE. 

Rovrtepcs—Avery.—March 1, at St. James’s N.B., Robert M. 
Roadeles, Wcskdsncd inn, & teas ine eee late John Avery, 
DEATHS. 

Crisp.—Feb. su rent epiatat of th Worcester, eusy Cheyer 


citor, for man: 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 
Rota or Reoisrnans 1x ATrenDANcE on 




















Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Currry. Norra, 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Rolt 
Bolt Canringt 
on 
Farmer Lavie 
Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
XKgxewion. Romzn. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Ward Jackson 
I Clowes 
Ward Jackson 
I Clowes 
Ward Jackson 
Wasnine yi bay me Hovse Puncuasess & Lessuzs.— Before penhatng or renting 
« house have th _ sereneomneete ‘horoughly examined an expert from The 
& Vv > 
Wi (Estab. 1875), tho also undertae te Veusilation of dc. -[Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette-—Fuiway, March 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep um Cmancerr. 


Great Gaiuspy Onwarp Domemme Co, 


13, at 12, at his cham’ for appointment of official 
wares Mus Bri ae cog oe = rt or before April 7 ir 


send debts = claims, to 

wales an and Beary Sr Darin, Rented st Manchester Before April 7 

OPEFIELD Hemp pn ee bens are or ~o 
send their names and area cet ee anaes 

Jeux ice bo, Lane, Manchester 

“ Kwiont or Sx Joux” 

17, to send their names 
Walker and J. Prandtl, 3, —_ 

Wasmpepen anp Manyizsons Patent Ramongvr Co, Laurrep. ~Gpetibens one required, 
on or before 7 to send their names and addresses, and of their debts 
or claims, Lott Stahlschmidt, 19, , Buckingham st, phi 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep 1 aout 

Dex Pzpro Gop Rem Co, Lintrsp—Petn 

to be heard on Crump 


‘Waithman and Henry 
solors for liquidators —_ 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, March 6. 
& Son, 10, te hllnet lee lane, wee pene. Soe 8 iseel ¢ 


J., ne 


a i ft, be abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 

Ho.tox | oR Buripive Co, Laurrep—Creditors are on or before 

coche serene arti sate ra 

Hughes, 61, Vere st, Cadoxton juxta 

Lowpon anp Nortu-Western Disraict Bayx, ore up will be 
heard on Wednesday, March 14, when the Court will be asked by the petners to make an 
order to continue the winding up. N Hall, Winchester st, 
solor for petners. Notice of must abovenamed not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon 13 


Pees Piatixe Co, Lunrzp—Creditors are 


on oe Soiree Mireeh sf to send 
maanen ean Gildiebieen, oni quatindens of Geir W. Shackel, 


or claims, to 


Elmhurst, 
yey suaaph aiteeah oakamainkenel tat Gite es dalam oe Uae 
or 

eae pames a 
Oe en at cate a ek een oe ee 
t names % debts or 

Mage “open Liverpool 
West or Evatanp Corrract Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 
Je te and Se Pe a ey eh Ph 

ames Pengelly, ve st, Plymouth. Rickeard, Plymouth, solor uidator 
Vaverse fpemn TeEp—Creditors are cane se ae Beese Agee 2 to send 

debts or claims, to ohn Taylor, 45, 


has momen end edarempen, call gectiocien of Soe Sam ct 


Whyssan A.isur & Lrurrep--Petition for winding. = 
: tt mason torgeein Walia a ari Et 
‘ox 
Wer ce Gan the wd it the oteeeaened Manas 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bowers —— Uxrrev Lasouners’ Farexpiy Soorry, Gun Inn, Bowers Gifford, 


Essex. arch 3 
Cromwent Loyat Onance Farexpiy Bexgrrr Soorrr, Orange Hall, 294, 8t Anne at, 


li 3 
De Tasuxy Farenpiy Socrery, 109, Park lane, Liverpool. March 3 
Sancruary Roya Lg 9 a. Order of Shepherds, Warwick Arms, Regent st, 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 23. 

Aspy, Rcenerr Jack, Charles st, St James’s, Gent March 28 Rabbeth v Donaldson, 

orth, J Dalzell, Arundel st, Strand 
Dunn, Grorce Stockwell rd , Lambeth, Warehouseman March 28 Bellringer vy Merritt, 

Kekewich, J Chadwick, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 27. 
Axovs, Atrxaxper Kwyox, Leicester, Licensed Victualler March 24 Haxby & Co 


Arper, Wittram, Whittlesey, Ely, Gent April 13 Weldon, Whittlesey 

Bartow, Rosert Poorx, Shacklewell lane April2 Armstrong & Lamb, Moorgate st 
Barracioven, Saran, Leeds, Spinster April1 Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 

Brake, Joux, Alpraham, Chester, Farmer March 31 Roberts & Co, Chester 

Bout, Marsuart Vavextixe, Budock, Cornwall March 25 Chilcott & Son, Truro 
Butrerwortn, Hexry Wuiteneap, Brixton, Gentleman March 31 James & James, 


Pee... dg Axx, Brighton, Spinster April 20 Maydwell, Brighton 

Cumrstox, Tuomas Bowser, Leeds, Linen Merchant March 31 Ford & Warren, Leeds 
Cunuirrr, Jony, Lancaster gate, Esq May1 Cunliffes & Davenport, Chancery lane 
Cusuyxaname, Huan, Tor gardens, Esq March 31 Keen & Co, Knight Rider st 

Davy, Marruew, Plymouth, Builder March 31 Lane, Plymouth 

Deraman, Auevia Acyes, Blackheath, Widow March 28 Childs & Co, Chancery lane 
Dose.t, Rovert, Truro, Innkeeper March 27 Dobell, Truro 

Donia, Harniet Louisa, Goldhawk rd, Widow April 2 Ravenscroft & Co, Bedford row 
Ewart, Manearet, Ealing, Spinster March 27 Gray & Co, Staple inn 

Frarrixoton, Susan Marra, Leyland, Spinster March 31 Houghton & Co, Preston 
Fisuer, Witi1am, Barrow in Furness, Hotel Keeper March 27 Taylor, Barrow in Furness 
Fisercuer, Many Hawnan, Clifton, Spinster March 24 Wright & Co, Liverpool 

Gare, Marrna, Kirkbridge, Cumbrld, Widow March 31 Lazonby & Strong, Wigton 
Gitroy, G , Orrell, Engi March 29 Mayhew & Co, Wigan 

Green, Jouy, Lowton, Esq April 23 Marsh & Co, Leigh 

Hanvey, Tuomas, Ryde, Captainin Army March 31 Hasties, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Hewvaicu, Same Friepricu Gorriies, Westbourne Grove, Valet March 27 Carr & Mar- 


Tower st 
Hexpersox, Louisa Ann, Oxford ter March 22 Leach & Deedes, Lancaster pl 


Hicxurne, Iowa Axx, Whitwell, Derby March 31 Whall, Worksop 

Hitt, Row.anv, Hampstead March 24 Tyrrell & Son, Gray’s inn 

Hixton, G , Wednesbury, Baker March 19 Jones, Wednesbury 

Hoventox, Joux Tuomas, Thelwell, Chester, Farmer March 1 Longland, Warrington 
Hurry, Jony, Ashton on Ribble March 24 Lea, Manchester 

Janrett, Danien, Freetown, Sierra Leone, Merchant April 2 Potter & Co, King st 
Kaui, Avotesus ALexanper, Brighton March 31 Lewis, Gray’s inn 

Kay, Carouine, Tunbridge Wells April 30 Cross, Bristol 

Keane, Catnentxe Many, Knutsford, Widow April 1 Renshaw & Co, Suffolk lane 
Lepsom, Ricnarp, Higher Bebington, Farmer March 26 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 
Lioyp, Frayces Henny, Esq, Cheltenham April 19 Winterbothams & Gurney, Chelten- 


Lioyp, Mary Any, Cheltenham April19 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 
Loyowoern, Sorta, Constantinople, Widow April7 Ince & Co, Fenchurch st 
Mipp.etoy, Jonx, Ash, Mariner April 27 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Mircue.t, Avrrep, Pimlico March 24 Frame & Son, Chancery lane 

7. fave Sreruey, Whitchapel rd, Wine Dealer March 20 Holder & Wood, Cheap- 


Outvez, fom Joxgs, Handsworth March 26 Slater & Co, Darlaston 

Packer, Joux, Newbury, Berks, Jeweller March 25 Mecey & Son, Thatcham 
Pernrow, Jonny, St Austell March 26 Coode & Co, St Austell 

Raynor, Caarces Tuomas, Derby, Chemist April5 Moody & Woolley, Derby 
Repavuy, Caanrres, Soham, Innkeeper March 17 Bendall, Soham 


Rezp, Witu1am Epcan, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gentleman March10 Dickinson & Co, 
N le upon Tyne 
Riveway, Marrna, Liverpool, Spinster March 2i Wright & Co, Liverpool 


Rirey, Witu1am Srixks, Birmingham March 30 Assinder, Birmingham 
Rouiasox, Aspen, Gravelly hill, Warwick Gentleman March 31 Beale & Co, Bir- 


Russe.., Goprrey, Wimborne, Esq April 30 Druitt & Druit, Christchurch 

Sayer, Joux, Heswall, Chester, Gent March 24 Wright & Co, Liverpool 

Scatrer, Wiiiiam, Leeds, Gent March 26 Scott, Leeds 

Sreaxuan, Tuomas Wricut, Liverpool, Merchant March 24 Wright & Oo, Liver- 


Siemans, Wiuiay, Norfolk st, Esq March 29. Partridge & Cockram, Tiverton 

Sroxz, Harner, Beckenham, Widow April21 Bray & Peter, Holsworthy 

Srroxe, Witi1am, Wallasey, Chester March 24 Wright & Co, Liverpool 

Sykes, Estxezer, Huntingdon, Dealer April 13 Weldon, Whittlesey 

Tuomas, Henry, Llandudno, M.D. March 28 Bridgman & Co, Westminster bldgs, 


Newgate st 

Wann, Mary Axx, Nottingham, Widow March 31 Wing, Nottingham 
Wurraxer, Eveaxor Jane, Leeds, Spinster April 1 Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 
‘ees 7° Incuam, Lymington, Hants, Esq April 5 Patersons & Co, Lincoln’s 
‘Warrz, Mary Exizasern, Orsett ter, Widow March15 Hoare & Co, Maidstone 
‘Wuirrte.p, Joux, Shifnal, Surveyor March 17 Osborne, Shifnal 
Wixissox, Axxiz, Hyde, Spinater Apiil 24 Hibbert & Westbrook, Hyde 

‘oop, Axx, Thorner, York, Widow April1 Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 








London Gazette.—Fatvay, March 2. 
Asvarr, Ex1za, Southampton, Widow March 31 Paris & Co, Southampton 
Avstix, Witi1Ay, Pagham, Sussex March 26 Tilley & Son, Kilburn 
Bacon, Gzorce, Cromer, Steward March 31 Keith & Co, Norwich 
Bewyett, James, Dukinfield, Yeoman April4 Newall, Ashton under Lyne 
Bicwoup, Loursa, Norwich April5 Eldred & Bignold, Queen Victoria st 
Brapsury, James, Greenfield, York, Farmer March 25 Rowbotham, Oldham 
Buses, His Henry Tuomas, Burford, Ontario April2 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn 


Senko Saran Anng, Bristol April7 Bolton & Co, Temple grdns 
Sere, Susanna Matitpa, Newcastle upon Tyne, Widow May 1 Swinburne, 


Bart, Caarves, Bristol, Hairdresser May1 Spofforth, Bristol 
Brown, Tuomas Brown, Grange over Sand, Gent March 31 Laces & Co, Liverpool 
meatal fm Rosanna, Sutton St Helen’s, Innkeeper April 2 Boyle & Rutherford, 


Caste, ntl Norwood April2 Stacpoole & Co, Old Broad st 

Catrorp, Jonny, Catford, Beerseller April 17 White, Chancery lane 

Criaruam, Grorcs Dixon, Gt Dunmow, Merchant March 31 Wade & Co, Dunmow 
Courace, Ropert, Queen’s gate, Brewer April 30 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Day, Jouy, Brighouse, Grocer April1 Furniss, Brighouse 

Dyson, Many Any, Marsden, Yorks, Innkeeper April17 Sykes & Son, Huddersfield 
Farmer, Grorce Meares CHagves, Lianidlozs, Esq April 2 Jenkins & Davies, 


oes 
Feitpine, Georce, Junctionrd, Butcher April1 Morgan & Upjohn, Furnival’s inn 
GatTenouse, GwENLLIAN, Sirhowy, Monmouth, Widow April14 Shepard, Tredegar 
com, Ayye Exizasetn, St John’s Wood, Widow March 31 Norman & Aston 


GixEs, Seen, Loughborough, Gent March 19 Deane & Hands, Loughborogh 
Go.pren, Hues, Jarrow, Clothier April10 Newlands & Newlands, 8 Shields 

Goope, Rosert Eaves, Shirley, Warwick, Gent April4 Docker, Birmingham 
Goopwiy, Wit.14Mm, Lower Boddington, Farmer April 5 Pellatt, Banbury 

Govutp, Bzarnzice, Plymouth April1é Gard, Devonport 

Hauiam, Rosert, Leicester, Gent April9 Williams, Leicester 

Harrison, Anne, Bolton April19 Taylor, Bolton 

Hazvenvurst, Mania, Quarry Bank, Widow March 15 Wright, Cradley Heath 
Heywoop, Wiii1am Rosert, Kansas, Gent April9 Whichcord, Canterbury 
Hotuier, Aces, Forest Hill, Widow April16 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 
Horspoot, Evstace Camprox, Newport,I W,Ironmonger April10 Pittis, Newport 
Horwoop, Louisa, Brackley, Widow April 2 Fielder, Lincoln’s inn fields 

vom 3 Henry Cuarces, Fleet Paymaster April 18 Marsden & Wilson, Old Caven- 


Kirg, Matiupa, Hinckley, Grocer March24 Fielders, Atherstone 
Kirwoop, Tuomas, Leverton, Lines, Farmer April6é Millington & Simpson, Boston 


LamPLouGH, peng Kingston upon Hull, Widow May 1 Middlemiss & Pearce, 


Oo 
Lanpers, Mary Exizapetu Corpewia, Portman sq, Widow April18 Nicol &Co, Lime st 


Lewis, Tuomas, Lyonshall, Hereford, Farmer April1 Temple & Philpin, Kington 
Looker, Saver, Mildenhall, Wilts, Farmer March 25 Dixon, Pewsey, Wilt: 
Macanprew, Grorcs Gray, Liverpool, Shipowner April 30 Bateson & Co, Liverpool 
Macwas, Ancus, Heybridge, Essex, Gent May 31 Bird, Maldon 

Maszagisoy, Cuarves, Ranskill, Nottingham, Builder April 21 Jones & Wells, East 


‘ord 
Mazgrin, CHar.es, Wakefield, Maltster March 31 Iansons & Co, Wakefield 
Mepuvrst, Emit1a, Leamington, Spinster March 20 Child & Son, Furnival’s inn 
a wean Asutey, Connaught st, Solicitor April 11 Drew, Great Win- 


Murray, James, Newcastle upon Tyne May1 Wilson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Napier, Axw, Earl’s Court rd, Widow March 25 Bird & Eldridge, Gt James st 
Newsa.p, Tuomas Witserrorce, Ryde, Gent May1 Vincent, Ryde 

Newron, Wiit1tiam, Newman st, Club Manager April1 Meek, Middlesborough 
Newton, Witiiam Cuanzes, Birmingham March 31 Newton, Hamsell st 
Oares, Aurggp, Sheffield, Grocer April 16 Irons, Sheffield 

Penny, Emity, Ulverston, Widow March 31 Atkinson, Ulverston 





Piumptoy, Ann Oavey, Southport, Widow April7 Bremner & Co, Liverpool 

Poason, Euiza, Pimlico, Widow Aprilé Yeilding & Co, Westminster 

Ranvewt, Froreyce Exitex, New South Wales March 20 Want & Co, Victoria st 
Ricnaros, Joun, Bassaleg, Monmouth, Farmer April 30 Davis & Lloyd, Newport, Mon 
Ripgovut, Emma, Curzon st March 31 Leman & Co, Lincolo’s inn fields 

Rives, Ricuarp, Caerleon, Mon, Railway Guard March 20 Evans, Newport, Mon 
Rusa, Bovain, Haughley, Suffolk, Farmer March 15 Haywards & Peecock, Stow- 


Ruceess, Paewas Bisnor, Wimborne, Nurseryman April2 Dibben, Wimborne 
Saunpers, Canoutve, Brighton March 22 Griffith & Co, Brighton 
| Sauypers, Heyry, Brighton, Gent March 22 Griffith & Co, Brighton 
Srupson, Ricuarp, Alderley Edge April 30 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 

Sxirrow, Ame.ia Cuerry, Sussex gdns April2 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Siater, Wii1aM, Northfield, Worcester March 31 Docker, Birmingham 
Satu, Jony, Kingston upon Hull April6é Moss & Co 

Surrn, Josern, Newport, Mon, Engineer April13 Dauncey, Newport 
Sairx, Tuomas, Wolverhampton April10 Willeock & Taylor, Wolverhampton 
| Srvuagr, Witu14n, Hill st, Colonel April 14 Farrer & Co, Lincolns’s inn fields 
| Taytor, Buancuz Bearrice, Ladbroke rd March 26 Young & Co, Poultry 
| Txomson, Waursnr, Nottingham pl March 31 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

| Tour, Janz, South Shields May1 Wilson, Newcastle upon Tyne 

| Tons, Tuomas, Barton upon Humber, Signalman April 6 Mason, Barton upon 


Weaver, Micuar., Winford, Yeoman’ March 28 Light, Bristol 
| Wurre, Mary Exizaseru, Orsett ter March 15 Hoar & Co, Maidstone 
i Witxry, Saran Foutxes, Talbotsq March 31 Saffery & Co, To ley st 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 

London Gasette—Fuipay, March 2: '” } 
RECEIVING ORDERS. < |-» 

Baavuowy, nares © Knighton, Haulier Leomitster Pet! 


Bisnop, Joun Lane, Kidderminster, 
minster Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Braves, Witttam, West Confectioner Sunder- 
land Pet Feb27 Ord Lani 

Canrity, Luce, ee gy 1, Picture Frame Maker 
Kingston upon Hi Feb -4 


Ord Feb 26 
Cuantier, Grorce Freperick, Bi Book 
Birkenhead Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 
Ciarxson, Henny Anrnory, 
High Court Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 27 
Davies, Frayx Wiiutam, Swansea, 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
Dext, Hexry, Newby, Westmorland, Farmer Kendal 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Dorrit, a aneuee ya Oxford, Bootmaker Oxford 
Pet Feb 27 
ons Joux Witu1am, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff? Pet Feb 
Ord Feb 21 
Ev nA Tuomas, and Roserr Writiams, Edwards ter, 
Cardiff, Grocers Cardiff Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Fizipsovse, Wii1iam, Manch 
chester Pet Feb165 Ord Feb 28° 
Fosrer, W, Wandsworth, Wheelwright Wandsworth 
et Feb6 Ord Feb 27 
Gairviras, Witt1am, Treforest, Painter Pontypridd Pet 


Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Haut, Axprew, , Tripe Dresser Manchester 
Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 28 

Hammonn, Geonaz Coox, Haverstock hill High Court 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Hans, Jonw Wittam, eeces, Lincoln, Publican 
Lincoln Pet Feb cb 8 Ord Feb 2 

Hewreich, Beannagp, Tredegar rd, Baker High Court 

Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 


ems, * Samus, Devonport, Outfitter Plymouth Pet 


Ord Feb 
H A bg’ he Norfolk, Miller 
oon, SoM On Beha —— 


Hu onms, Jame, Bangor, Quarryman Bangor Pet Feb 28 
Joxzs, Hanniet, Swansea, Shoe Dealer Swansea Pet Feb 
27 Ord Feb 27 
Ju ae Caer Samvuzy, Fulham, Wine Merchant High Court 
Feb 26 Ord” Feb 26 
‘caceue Joun, Rochdale, Machinist Rochdale Pet Feb 
27 Ord Feb 27 


Kixesman, Enxest Eowanrp, and Wii11am Jonyx + 
Old Kent rd, Blaters High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord 


Feb 
Korrannacns, Henny, Brighton Brighton Pet Feb 28 
‘eb 28 
ia = peeing ham, Builder Birmingham Pet 
Muspieon, 7 Hanwooo, Kensington, , Surgeon High Court 
Pet Feb 15 
Mortimer, —, Kingston on Thames, Builder Kingston, 
8 Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 16 
Artist Scarborough 


urrey 

Neumans, Hewat Pui, Scarborough, 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Ourwiy, Groner Witttam, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet 
Feb Feb 23 

Perkins, James Coox, Gainsborough, Draper Lincoln Pet 

R ia i og oe Portemouth Pet 

NKS, THOMAS, ' 

Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 = 

Roz, Rosert Heyry, Holloway, Artist High Court Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb 26 

an, See, Bangor, Tailor Bangor Pet Feb 16 Ord 

e 
Sanpison, Jeux, Bridgend, Confectioner Cardiff Pet Feb 
8 ~ a re cial Agent High Court 
ax inan 
8 ~~ “i gi Coal Deal: Peterborough 
HELTON, THOMAS, ndle, er 

Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 27 

SixcLetos, Witt1amM THomas, Manchester, Architect Man- 
chester Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 28 


-" Santi 








Sarre, Taomas Grecory, Birmi , Fish Dealer 

ham Pet Feb28 Ord F 

dist Tuomas Tanwen, Sout! Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2% 

Srexcer, Wii1am Henry, Stoke upon 
Trent. Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Srickiayp, Wit11am, Bournemouth, Painter Poole Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 


Surneran, WILLIAM, Bedgficla Pm Seer Stock- ; 


° ton on Tees Pet ay ed Ord Feb 26 

<-> Hanais, Great Grimsby, Tailor Great Grimsby 
et'Feb 6 Ord Feb 26 

Unien Tuomas,and Prepericn Sevsen, Banbury, Builders 


Banbury Feb 28 Ord Feb 
Watrtex, aon 5 —_ dale, Tinplate Worker Rochdale Pet 
Timber Merchant High 


we > 
ust, Josern Hackney 1 
RD TE at Shipping Agent 
ILKINSON, Jou~ Wi-tram, 
Liverpool Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Wow Wiruiam, and Jaues Gronce Wit11ams, New- 
et Newport, Mon Pet Feb 27 Ord 
Ls 


Wise, Exnest Atrrep, ening bourn, Baker Cambridge 
y Pet. Feb 27 = Feb 27 *.. PI 
£0, Richanp Epwarp, Plymouth, Builder ymouth 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 38 
The foll amended notice is substituted for that 
publi in the London Gazette of Jan 2:— 
er Guay, Es Balham, Builder Wandsworth Pet Dec 


The following amended notices are substituted for those 
published in the London Oasette of the lem Mote: i— 


Honiax Wiiiamsox, Manchester, Cloth 
Manchester Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 


Coachbuilder Kidder-- 


‘xPrer, Francis Gra Bowdon, Cheshire Manchester 
S Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 14 


|| The following smended notices are substituted for 


Gazette of Feb 27 :— 
Glass Mer- 


_Dublished in the 
Pet Feb 4 Yn 
Coal 





Banker, Henex, Worcester, Widow March i5atil Of 
LY SN 





Barts, 
MP eee ae ne 
ae Lzo 1a ob 8 Grimsby, a at 
x m. 
11.50 Of Reo, 15, Osborne # oe 
Wun Gourren, Wi 
myeve 24, Railway on Brides 
vas Bankruptey Gen 
Coutiscnors, oman ‘ACOB, es Merchant 
March 13 at 


Joun, 
8t 











Park row, Leeds 


Heaven, Waren, Birmingham, out of business March 14 
at 11 23, Colmore row, 

Hixpuaven, Ricnarp Fe March 12 at 12 
Off Pink lane, on 

er 30 Ogden’s Bridge 

Hotman, Samver, ote 1Wat3 10, 


Jay, Samus. Agruve, Clerk March 9 at 12.90 
_ Banrupter des, Carey ot Town. 
a March 20 at 2 


Jo. 1 Borth, Mariner March 20 at 2.15 Town- 


Lion, ax, Lianelly, Commission Agent 
Natrch 9 ot 12 Of ec, 3, Alexandre rd Swanses 

SmacKLETON Keighley, Labourer 
March 12 at 12 Off Ree, Manor row, Bradford 

¥ Wores, License Vie- 

March 15 at 10.30 Off Reo, 45, Copenhagen st, 


Grora: Auctio: March 12 at 11 
MAY Ott hee, 31, Acar en 


cin March 10 at 11 











= aene, Loads, Bales March 12 at 12 Off Rec, 


Tarvon, Faun Fanyy, 77, Negingham, Beeshoue i Nottingham, 9 
Driver 4 at 11 
me ego 


Tuowsor, Sour, Birkdale, Hay Dealer March 12063 Of 
Vass, Zoms, Ones, Harford, Builder March 12 at 10 


Wai sce, Jana Brighoom, Cooper March 10 at il Of 


,, CHA! yo Worker 
Warnes aneee , Rochdale, Tinplate 


















Wie Onl Feb ee ee 

Witxixsox, Jous Weta Shipping Agent 

Wixe, Ervesr Baker Cambridge 
Popeb a? Ord Feb or 
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G Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Fish Dealer 
at "Pet March 1 ved March lasatigic 
- Lame Fe EenIcK, Eastcotts, Beds, armer 01 e 

: Ord March 2 
Laxwoon, Groner, Bimonton, , Bricklayer Edmonton Pet 
Tang, Sars, Fishponds, Glos Bristol Pet March2 Ord 

2 
Macsox, Witt1am Hewny, Ovendon, Yorks, Beerhouse 

Halifax de yb Ord March 1 
woes, Joux, a aa 


Bootmaker Birmingham 
1 

a | “>> Shurdi » _ Glos, 
Cheltenham “Pet March 1. Ord March 1 

Pexwincron, Wit11aM James, Didsbury, Builder Stockport 
Pet Feb 24 Ord March 2 

Pitt, Groncr Lane, Leeds, Agent Dewsbury Pet March 
2 Ord March 2 


Pyu, Gronce, Whittlesea, Cambs, Farm Foreman Peter- 
h Pet March 3 Ord March 3 
Reacn, Jonx Tuomas, Leeds, Decorator Leeds Pet Feb 
28 Ord Feb 28 


Rosert, Burrington, mereteed, Farmer 

Pet March 1 Ord March 

Saraman, Ennest, Great eer st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Feb7 Ord March 

Scare, Joun, meee, Merchant. High Court Pet Feb 
8 Ord March 


Scunziwer & Co, RD Dalston, Commission Agents High 
Court Pet Feb13 Ord March 1 
Scnrozver, H 8, Financial Agent High Court Pet Feb 3 


Sitser, Martix Atpent, Jermyn st, Captain High Court 
an 25 ‘eb 8 
Saurrn, BLansnarp Woopneap, Rochdale, Draper Rochdale 
Pet March 1 Ord March 1 


Surtn, Grorae, Preston, Innkeeper Preston Pet March 1 
Ord March 1 
STarrorp, Ti Harrisox, Rugby, Draper Coventry 
Ord March 3 


Gen eeeS Wi d, Toba t High 
PHENS, JosePH WILLIAM, Piepten ‘obacconist Hig 
Court’ Pet March 1 Ord Marc 

Fore, Be E ee Mortimer st High Court Pet Jan 22 


Trorren, a E, Finsbury nant, Accountant 
Court Pet Jan10 Ord 
Wesrtcorr, Jouy, and Witt1am Westcott, Wokingham, 
Reading Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
Wauirs, Joux Wituiam, bg Stratford, Builder North- 
; Pet March 1 Ord March 1 
Ween =m, Stone, Grocer Stafford Pet Feb 26 


Wiu1ams, Wituram, Nantymoel, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Pet March 1 Ord March 1 
The f amended notice is substituted for that 
pu in the London Gazette of Feb 23 :— 
Bawcrort, Joun, Latchford, Baker Warrington Pet Feb 
21 Ord Feb 21 


Grocer 


Rovut.epor, 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anam, 2 — Westry, Clacton on Sea, Bootmaker March 
4 at Townhall, Colchester 
i Eneer en ae Outfitter March 13 at 


wic. 
pe, FR. Joun, Bi red g fee March 16 at 11 
Colmore row, Birmingham 


Binp, Jouy, Skirlaugh, one. March 14 at 11.30 Off 
House ull 


lane, H 
-Brapes, hadag ig Hartl i Confec tioner March 13 at 3 
Off Rec, 25, J underland 


ohn st, 

Cari Luxe, Kingston upon Hull, Picture Frame Maker 
March 14 at ll Off Res,’ Trinity House lane, Hall 
CLarkson, eames Antuony, Stanhope st, Glass Stainer 

March 13 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
March 13 ati2 Of 


Com. Winns Homer’ *, met Poole, Builder March 
Antelope Hotel, Poole 
pms. gp tt Vincent, Liverpool, a March 14 at 


3 Rec, Victoria st, Live 
Davis, pueeas Grorae, awe End Tech 13at3 Bank- 
mars, Fighting Cocks, Farmer 


‘Dossixa, oot 
March 14 4 bert rd, ‘Middlesborough 
Evans, _ 4, Wasi —— Builder March 19 at 11.30 
of Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Fow er, AbRAnAM, Fruit Merchant March 15 at 11 Off 


row, Leeds 
Phew, nomas, Preston, ry Builder March 14 at 
4, Brighton 

‘Guvieatss, Joun WILLIAM, wer Clerk Mazch 16 at 11 
22, Park row, Leeds 

‘tiie rorce Cook, Tottenham Court 7 Mantle 

Maker March 13at11 Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st 

Hang, Joun Wituram, , Publican March 20 at 

12.30 Off Rec, 


peg we ee ge Roos in gy Market Gardener 
14 at li boagem f 'rinity House lane, Hull 
“i JANE peeneh ant ¢ Grorce Isaac Harrison, 
Bootmakers March 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, 36, 
st, Ipewich 


Hanzrizy, Marcanrer, Grassington, Widow March 14 at 3 
ola George Inn, 
rd, Baker March 13 at 


er Berynarp, 
st 
Rail Norfolk, Miller March 
a 5 nis Oa Eee Ipsw: mn 


ich 
Honrgrvaz, Mier ae Acom! Pyke + setae March 15 
Off fee, York 
eee ys , ARTHUR James, Ricwiaghes, Baker March 
Colmore row, B: 

Joma, aes WARD, Preston, Tent er March 16 at 
14, st, Preston 

Jansion't am, Davin, and 

16 at 3.30 
‘Youn Oot Ceci Samvet, 
ati2 


oon og ae — 


Yolen W 

Pathan, Wine Mrchant a March 13 

Bridge, Fish Dealer March 
Halifax 


ebm 
ABD, and Wiii1am Joun Kinasman, 


Maat il Of | Off Reo, 
aN, Egxest 


Old Kent rd, Slaters March 14 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Mappisoy, T Harwoop, yy Surgeon March 14 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Macsox, Wittram Hewyry, Ovendon, Yorks, Beerhouse 
Keeper 


Halifax 
Mircuet, Stepnen, Leeds, Oculist March 15at12. Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Ornpett, Josern, Pentlow, Essex, Farmer March 14 at 
11.30 Townhall, Colchester 
Orrer, ALrrep Jonny, Stourbridge, Coal Merchant March 
13 at2 Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge 
Peaxr, Frank, Gloucester, Auctioneer March 17 at 12 
Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 
Perkins, a Coox, Gainsborough, Draper March 20 at 
12 Off Rec, Lincoln 
Rayks, Soomae Landport, Confectioner March 15 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portamouth 
Ricnarpsox, Benxsamry, Little Bentley, Miller March 14 
at il Townhall, Colchester 
Roperts, Jony, Cardiff, Builder March 19 at 11 Off Ree, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Samvuecs, James, and Davip Benjamin Evans, Wrexham, 
Haberdashers March 16 at 2 Off Rec, Odgen’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Suaarrer, W F, Old Broad st, Financial Agent March 16 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Ny st 
Suritoyx, Tuomas, Oundle, Coal Merchant March 16 at 12 
Law ‘Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
SILBER, Martin AL BERT, romeye st, Captain March 16 at 
11 ee y bldgs, Carey st 
Surru, Tnomas Tanner, Southsea, Storebouseman March 
14 at 3.30 Off Ree, Cambridge Junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 
Spencer, Wiiit1aAmM Hewry, Longton, ae March 14 at 
11.15 Off Ree, Newcastle under Lym 
8u —. Tuomas, "Leeds, Commission cones March 14 at 
12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Tuompsoy, Epwix, Middles h, Accountant March 14 
at3 Off Rec, "8, Albert rd, iddlesborough 
Turwusm, Tuomas, Brockley, Licensed ceca March 
15at 12 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st 
Weekes, Witt1am Cuartes Cawpetu, Eastbourne, Livery 
Stable Keeper March 14 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
Ww pe pre Ww. Li erpool, Shi Age t 
ILKINSON, JOHN ILLIAM, Liv ipping mn! 
March 14 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Wituiams & Co, Harry Leadenhall st March 15 at 2 +30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, y st 
Wane ENRY ge Ruswarp, Florist March 14 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albe iddlesborough 
bei ge Mary Mav D, Portland pl, Spinster March 15 at 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ee ‘Ric HARD Epwarp, Plymouth, Builder March 16 at 
11 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 
The following Amended Notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Feb 27 :— 
Bates, Argtuur, West Bromwich, itesmith March 14 
at2 County Court, West Bromwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Arcner, GrorGer JAMES, Walsall, Saddler Walsall Pet 
Mareh1 Ord Marc 

Baksr, hy ; oe mae sony Dealer 
Pet March 2 Ord March 

Biapves, Witiiam, West Hartlepoo, Confectioner Snunder- 
land Pet Feb24 Ord Marc 

Bowen, Davip, Middlesborou a Pattern Maker stockton 
on Tees Pet Marchi Or March 1 

Bricutrman, Ricnarp Isaac, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet Jani5 Ord March 2 

Buckie, Wittiam Reprery, and Wituam Reprern 
Buckie, jun, Darlington, Drapers Stockton on Tees 
Pet March 1 Ord March 2 

Coox, poo Tomuiinson, Higham, Lancs, Cotton Manu- 
facturer Burnley Pet Jan 19 Ord March 1 

Cooxr, Tuomas Wiiu1am, Gt Catworth, Builder North- 
ampton Pet Feb28 Ord March 2 

Downes, Joun, Southsea, Bootmaker Portsmouth Pet 

arch 2 Ord March 2 

Drarver, Aaron, Keighley, Painter Bradford Pet March 
2 Ord March 3 

Evans, Jonn Witiiam, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Feb 
1 March 2 

Fietpex, Georcr, Todmorden, Burnley Pet 
Marchi Ord March 1 

Garuerco.ie, Joun, Barrow in Furness, Tobacconist Ul- 
verston Pet March3 Ord March 3 

Germay, Epwarp Wi.u1am, Cardiff. Plasterer Cardiff 
Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Gairrix, Geoncr, Barrow Gurney, Lime Merchant Bris- 
tol Pet Feb19 Ord March 1 

Guirritns, Wittiams, Treforest, Glam, Painter Ponty- 
pridd Pet Feb 28° Ord March 2 

Hatt, Anprew, Manchester, Tripe Dresser Manchester 
Pet Feb 14 Ord March 1 

so < Georce Coox, Tottenham court rd, Mantle 

High Court PetFeb26 Ord Feb 28 

ng Tuomas, Ellesmere, Salop, ear Wrexham 
Pet Feb9 Ord March 2 

Harness, Jonyson, Roos in Holderness, Murket Gardener 
Kingston upon ‘Hull Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Harrison, Jane Frances, and Grorce Isaac Hs nnreir 
Ipswich, Bootmakers Ipswich Pet Peb 28 Ord 

eb 28 


Henrricn, Bennunarp, Bow, Baker High Court Pet Feb 
23 Ord Feb 28 

Monsees, Mans, howd, , ay Dressmaker York Pet 
March 1 Ord M 

Hucues, Grorcr —— Cymmer. 
re Tydfil Pet March 2 Ord March 

Ruesss.s me Bangor, Quarryman Bangor Set Feb 28 


mee le Monmouth, Game Dealer Newport, 
= Mon ig wenn Ord March 3 ities 
UTCHINSON. RTHUR J AMES, irmingham, er jirming- 
ham ~ Pet Feb 15 Ord March 2 
Jomseon co, Wansiam, Lichfield, Market Gardener Walsall 
‘eb 


Leominster 


Farmer 


eee, Grocer 





March 14 at 11.30 Off Ree, Townhall chmbrs, , 





Kewann, Wituiam Hewry, Barnstaple, Gent Barnstaple 
tenn yh)? 
ERSHA zorcE, Sowerb Fish Dealer Halifax 
Pet March 1 Ord March 1 
Larep, Freverick, Eastcotts, Beds, Farmer Bedford Pet 
Le m3 J — i Build Bi ha P 
BARTON, JOHN, er Birmingham t 
Feb 27 Onl Fee ae , 
ay Orgaet, Bae Edmonton, Bricklayer Edmonton Pet 


e 

Macver ap Teouet l avenue, Stockbroker 
Court Pet Dec o1 Ord Feb so = 

Maasox, Wittiam Henry, A Yorks, Beerhouse 
Keeper Halifax Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Mauce, Avoustrus Heyry, Ealing Dean, Gentleman 
Breotford Pet Jan 25 Ord March 2 

Mircuxtt, Steruszy, Leeds, Oculist Leeds Pet Feb 15 
Ord March 3 

Moore, Joux, King’s Heath, Bootmaker Birmingham 
Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Pym, Grorce, Whittlesea, Cambs, Farm Foreman Peter- 
borough Pet March 8 Ord March 3 

Reacu, Joux Tuomas, Leeds, Decorator Leeds Pet Feb 
28 Feb 28 

Reyyo.ips, Epwarp, St Neots, Gent Bedford Pet Oct 10 

- Ord Feb a " 

)UTLEDGE, BERT, eastagion, Farmer, 

Pet March 1 Ord March 

Sux.ton, Tuomas, O Cora Merchant Peterborouzh 
Pet Feb13 Ord 

Sairn, BLansHarp ene Bochdale, Draper Roch- 
dale Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Smita, Cuans.es, Good Easter, esex, Farmer Chelmsford 

et Feb 22 Ord Feb 27 

Smita, Grores, Preston, Innkeeper Preston Pet March 1 
Ord March 1 

Orayer, ana, re Walealt, Hotel Manager Walsall Pet 

‘eb Or 

Srumore, ae Leadenhall st, Steamship Owner 
High Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Mar 1 

Wuire, Joun Wittiam, Stony — Builder North- 


ampton Pet Marchi Ord March 1 
Wituams, Witiiam, a, entree, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Pet Marchi Ord 


Leominster 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Feb 23 : 
Bancrort, Jonny, Latchford, Baker Warrington Pet Feb 
21 Ord Feb tl 


SALES oF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 13.— Messrs. Denennam, Tewson, Faruen, & 
Bripcewarer, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 0 clock, Reversion 
to India Stock and Freehold’ Ground-rents (see advertise- 
ment, March 3, p. 300). 

March 14.—Messrs. Eowin Fox & Bousrrecp, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Estates (New River Shares} 

see advertisement, t, March 3, p. 299). 

aioe 15.—Messrs. 'Srimson & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., 
ee oe and Leasehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, 

March 15. h see Beaver, Woor, & Co. e Mart, 

gooey treteall 


E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold and 
(see ‘advertisement, 38, p. 300). 
March 16.—Messrs. Baxer & es at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Leasehold Investments, with Improved Ground- 
rents (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 








All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxrorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 








EDE AND SON, 


lor, the Whole of the 


B: ( Chancellor, 
a ee pen fete {¢ London, & &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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